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CURRENT TOPICS. 

On Monpay tast Mr. Justice Norra announced that he would 
not take any more witness actions during the present sittings. 
There are still four fall weeks remaining before the Long Vacation, 
and at present no similar announcement has been made by other 
judges of the Chancery Division. 





Tue PERIODICAL PLAN of asking questions in Parliament with 
respect to dormant funds in Chancery has been followed this 
session. The lists of these funds, which are published every three 
years in the Lendon Gazette, do not X 
nearly so much information as some g advertisers would 
desire. The principal items on which i 
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stamp, and apparently Mr. Baron Bramwett had previously arrived 
@ similar conclusion in a case at Wisi Prius (Key v. Matthias, 

3 F. & F. 279). By section 3 of the Stamp Act, 1870, and the 
schedule to that Act, a bill of exchange ‘‘ payable on demand” is 
liable to a stamp duty of one penny. The words in inverted 
commas appear to be as wide, or wider, than the words ‘to the 
bearer or to order, on demand” in the schedule to the Act of 1853, 
although, prior to Carpenter v. Street (the case in which a doubt 
was raised last week), there is, so far as we are aware, no 
express authority that a post-dated cheque payable to order is 
within the words of the 1870 schedule. It has, however, been 
held (in 1877) that a post-dated cheque payable to bearer on a 
y stamp is admissible in evidence (G@atty v. Fry, 25 W. R. 
305), and in this case the decision in Bull vy. O'Sullivan was 
cited without disapproval. 





We REceNTLY expressed an opinion in these columns (ante, p. 482) 
that the County Courts Act, 1888, does not enable an interlocutory 
order of a county court to be reviewed on eppeal, and submitted 
that the case of Dinger v. Mathews (88 L. T. 139), in which the 
contrary was held Lord Cotenter, C.J, and Maruew, J., in 
the Queen’s Bench Division, was wrongly decided. It is satis- 
factory to find that we are now confirmed in our opinion by the 
considered judgment given in the recent case of The Cashmere (38 
W. R. 623, 15 P. D. 121), where the question to be determined was 
whether, in admiralty cases tried in the county court, interlocutory 
orders can now be made the subject of appeal, without leave, under 
section 120 of the County Courts Act, 1888, or whether section 26 
of the County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868, which 
provides that an appeal may be made to the High Court of 
Admiralty by permission of a judge of a county court, still 
spplies. In deciding that such an appeal is still wholly governed 
by the Act of 1868, and that its express provisions are in no way 
altered by section 120 of the County Courts Act, 1888, Burr, J, 
eaid: ‘“‘I should have been inclined to think that even if these 
words of the general County Courts Act of 1888 [s. 120] gave 
a right of appeal in interlocutory orders, without leave of the 
judge, still they would not repesl or alter the provisions of ths 
County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868; but it seems to 
me that the words of the Act of 1888 apply to proceedings at the 
trial and to an appeal from a final judgment, and have no reference 
to interlocutory orders of a county court. In this opinion I am 
confirmed by the case of Carr v. Stringer (E B. & E. 123), where the 
Court of Queen’s Bench held that the words of section 14 of 13 & 
14 Vict. c. 61, which are very similar to the words in the Act of 
1888, gave 0 jurisdiction to entertain an appeal from the decision 
of @ county court on an interlocutory matter such as the taxation of 
costs. I am authorized to say that the president agrees with this 
view.” It is, of course, to be regretted that this decision was given 
in ignorance of the case of Dinger v. Mathews (supra), which does 
eh thay have been cited at the bar, and is certainly not 

to in the judgment. Still, we doubt whether the court 
would have concurred in the views there expressed by Lord 
Corzniner, C.J., and Martnew, J., which, we venture to think, are 
at variance with the intention of the Legislature as expressed in 
section 120 of the County Courts Act, 1888. 





We onsrnve that, according to one Jesrned author (Hey wood’s 
Annual County Court Practice, 1890, p. 391), ootion 194 oe the 
Act must be taken to extend the right of appeal to interlocutory 

even if section 120 has not this effect, because it confers on 
the Court er, on the hearing of an appeal from the county 
a final or other order on such terms as the 


questions in controversy between the parties.” 
It is, however, submitted that this section was not framed with 
any idea of extending the right of appeal, which it assumes to 
exist already by virtue of section 120, and that the ers con- 
ferred by section 122 upon the High Court can only be exercised 


in cases where there is a tight of appeal under section 120, and not 

This construction may, indeed, be somewhat difficult 
to reconcile with the decision given in Jonas y. Long (35 W. R. 
169, 20 Q. B. D. 423), where it was held that the 18th section of 


within the equitable jurisdiction of the county courts, power to make 
“‘ such final or other decree or order as it shall think fit,” conferred a 
right of appeal from interlocutory orders. But it is to be noticed that 
while the last named statute dealt with the right of appeal from 
the county court and the powers of the High Court on appeal in 
one and the same section (section 18), the County Courts Act, 1888, 
deals with these two subjects by separate sections (sections 120 
and 122), a difference in the mode of treatment of these subjects 
which, it is submitted, may be taken to indicate that the Legisla- 
ture intended the two subjects to be kept distinct the cne from the 
other, so as to prevent such an interpretation being again adopted 
as that to which effect was given in Jonas v. Long (supra). More- 
over, section 18 of the County Courts Act, 1865, expressly gave a 
right of appeal in any “ suit” or “matter,” a form of expression 
which, apart from any restricting interpretation clause, clearly 
gave a right of appeal from interlocutory orders. But, as we have 
previously pointed out (ante, p. 482), the meaning of the word 
“matter,” in section 120 of the County Courts Act, 1888, is so 
narrowed by the interpretation clause as to exclude the notion that 
it was introduced by the Legislature for the express purpose of 
enabling the High Court to entertain appeals from interlocutory 
orders made by county court judges. Upon the whole, therefore, 
we submit, that, to allow section 122 to enlarge the right of 
appeal already given by section 120 of the County Courts Act, 
1888, would be to violate one of the recognized canons of con- 
struction which govern the interpretation of statutes—namely, 
that a right of appeal must be conferred by express words, and 
cannot be given by mere implication (Wilberforce’s Statute Law, 


p- 43). 





In A REcENT case of Guardians of Tendring Union v. Dowton 
(ante, p. 566), it was decided that a charge under the 257th section 
of the Public Health Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 55), extended to 
the “whole proprietorship ” of the land, and not to any particular 
portion thereof. The charge was declared to be a charge “‘ on the 
premises,” not merely on the estate of the owner in fee simple, 
and therefore, where the land was subject to restrictive covenants, 
the court directed a sale for the purpose of enforcing the charge 
free from the covenants. For the purpose of avoiding the conse- 
quent loss to the person entitled to the benefit of restrictive cove- 
nants, a correspondent (in a letter which we publish elsewhere) 
suggests that in building leases and grants at a fee farm rent there 
should be inserted (1) a covenant by the lessee or purchaser to 
execute all works required by the local authority ; (2) a power for 
the lessor or vendor to do such works, if necessary, and to repay 
the authority for doing them ; and (3) a charge on the property 
for the money thus paid, such charge to be deemed a mortgage 
within the meaning of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. The cases of 
grants at fee farm rents and leases for years require separate con- 
sideration. There appears to be no objection to the course sug- 
gested by our correspondent in the latter case. Wemay, however, 
point out that in the case of a building lease the power of re-entry 
on breach of covenant is a more efficacious manner of enforcing 
the performance of the covenant than the scheme he suggests. 
If the lessee covenants for himself ‘‘and his assigns” to execute 
any works required by the local authority (see the form 1 K.& E, 
3rd ed., p. 726), and the performance and observance of the 
covenant are enforced by the proper proviso of re-entry, it is pretty 
certain that the works will be performed by the lessee, and in case 
of his omission to do them the lessor can evicthim. The case of cove- 
nants of this nature inserted in a t in fee simple reserving a 
rent is very different. The benefit of the covenant cannot run at law 
(though it may in equity) with the rent; and an affirmative covenant 
to lay out money on the land cannot be enforced against the assigns 
of the covenantor, though with notice. Of course, such a covenant 
will be good, and be capable of being enforced after any length of 
time against the representatives, as distinguished from the assigns, 
of the covenantor, Dut as it does not (as above stated) run with the 
rent, it may happen that the person having power to enforce it 
will have no interest in the coll pr rent, and will therefore be able 
to recover nominal damages only for the breach. It follows that 
while such a covenant may be effectual during the first few years 
after the grant—t.c., before the land or the rent have been parted 
with by the persons who respectively took them under the grant in 





the County Courts Act, 1865, which gave the Appeal Court, in cases 


fee farm—ite e cannot be relied upon afterwards. A power 
to the owner of the rent to re-enter and do the works} would 
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probably be bad, unless its exercise is restricted to lives in being 
and twenty-one years. By taking a sufficient number of well- 
known lives (in practice we have often taken the lives of her Majesty 
and her issue now livinz) a power of re-entry, restricted as above 
mentioned, will probably remain exercisable during nearly a 
century, and therefore will be found useful. No charge for 
expenses incurred by the owner of the rent in doing the works 
can be safely made to arise after the expiration of a like period. 
The authorities on these points are collected at 1 K. & E., 3rd ed,, 
p. 324, note, where other suggestions will be found for enforcing 
covenants entered into on the grant of land at a fee farm rent. 





Tue Provisions relating to stamps contained in the Customs and 
Inland Revenue Act, 1890 (which came into operation on the 9th 
of June), are not numerous or important. Section 18 rectifies an 
omission in the Act of 1888 as to the stamps on certain securities. 
By section 21 of the Act of 1885 securities for money given in 
respect of a loan raised by any company or corporation, and trans- 
ferable by delivery, are chargeable with a stamp duty at the rate 
of one shilling for every ten pounds and fractional part of ten 
pounds of the money thereby secured; and when a security is 
given in substitution for any such security, the duty on it is 
at the rate of sixpence for every twenty pounds and fractional 
part thereof. When, in 1888, by section 12 (2) of the 
Customs and Inland Revenue Act of that year, the new duty was 
imposed on the first transfer in each year of money securities 
transferable by delivery, inasmuch as this would have affected 
securities already stamped under the Act of 1885, a proviso was 
added that it should not be payable in respect of securities ‘ duly 
stamped” under section 21 of that Act “ with the duty of one 
shilling for every ten pounds.” Nothing was said, however, about 
the substituted securities which bore only the lower rate of duty, 
and they were thus left liable to pay, in addition, the duty on 
transfer. This omission is now remedied, and a_ substituted 
security is to be deemed, for the purposes of the proviso to 
section 12 (2) of the Act of 1888, to be duly stamped with 
the duty of one shilling for every ten pounds if it is stamped 
as a substituted security under the Act of 1885, and also 
bears an impressed stamp shewing that the security for which 
it was substituted was itself duly stamped. ‘The effect is 
thus te make it clear that substituted securities, stamped with 
the duty of sixpence for every £20 of value, are not to be liable 
in addition to transfer duty. Section 19 of the new Act carries 
into effect the proposal of the Chancellor of the Exchequer with 
regard to the duty on apprenticeship indentures. The old ad 
valorem duty of 5s. for every £5 of the premium is abolished, and, 
instead, there is chargeable on all indentures the stamp duty of 
2s. 6d. formerly chargeable in cases where there was no premium. 
Section 20 imposes a uniform duty of 1d. on policies of insurance, 
under which payments, periodical or otherwise, are to be made 
during sickness or incapacity from injury, distinguishing them 
thus from life policies with their ad valorem duty. Section 21 
exempts from duty bills of exchange drawn in the United 
Kingdom for the sole purpose of remitting money to be placed to 
any account of public revenue. 





Tue pxcision of Srietine, J., in the case of Pearks v. Hames 
(reported elsewhere) appears to shew that the courts will not be 
slow to exercise the compulsory power of referring the whole of a 
cause, conferred upon them by section 14 of the Arbitration Act, 
1889. This relates to cases requiring prolonged examination of 
documents or scientific or local investigation, which cannot, in the 
opinion of the court, be made before a jury or conducted by the 
court through its ordinary officers: and also to cases in which the 
aa in dispute consists wholly or in part of matters of account. 

he corresponding power given by section 57 of the Judicature 
Act, 1878, allowed only of the reference of particular questions or 
issues of fact, and in Longman v. Hast (3 C. P. D. 142) the Court 
of —J refused to permit it to be used for the purpose of refer- 
ring the whole action. A power of doing this, with the consent of 
the parties, was, however, conferred by section 9 of the Judicature 
Act, 1884, and in that case the official referee was empowered to 
direct in what manner the judgment of the court should be entered, 
and to exercise the discretion of the court as to costs. But these 





provisions are now replaced by section 14 of the Arbitration Act, 
1889, which gives the court power, in the above cases without an 
regard to the consent of the parties, and in all other cases with 
their consent, to order “ the whole cause or matter, or any question 
or issue of fact arising therein” to be tried before a referee or arbi- 
trator, and his report or award is, under section 15 (2), to be equivalent 
to the verdict of a jury. Where the whole cause is referred, the 
referee will in general settle points of law for himself, but, by section 
19, he is at liberty to state them in the form of a special case 
for the opinion of the court, and, if directed by the court, is bound 
to do so. Under the old system, when only questions or issues of 
fact “‘ arising in” a cause or matter could be referred, it was held 
in Weed v. Ward (37 W. BR. 406, 40 Ch. D. 555) that it must be 
made clear that the question or issue would necessarily arise. 
Otherwise, of course, the expense of the reference might be quite 
thrown away. The present system allows of more elasticity, and 
since, when the cause gets before the referee, he has power to deal 
with the whole of it, he is under no obligation to proceed with in- 
quiries which, in his opinion, would be useless. In the present 
case accordingly, although the question of fact might turn out to be 
immaterial, Srretine, J., thought that he had a discretion to direct 
the reference, while, at the same time, he exercised his power 
under section 19 of directing points of law to be stated for the 
opinion of the court. The result seems to shew that, when a cause 
asa whole is to be referred, the court will not nibble at it by 
set'ling preliminary points of law, but will prefer to send it to the 
referee iatact, even though such a course may result in these points 
coming back forthwith in the form of a special case. 





Every PRUDENT MORTGAGEE will, if possible, obtain the legal 
estate and the title deeds ; if he does not he runs the risk of b2ing 
defeated by a subsequent mortgagee who advances his money with- 
out knowing of the prior mortgage. It has sometimes been said 
that gross negligence must be proved in order to postpone a legal 
mortgagee, but that a much less amount of negligence, such as mere 
carelessness or want of prudence, would suffice to postpone the first 
of two equitable mortgegees. Persons who used that language 
must have had a superstitious reverence for the legal estate. We 
suppose that an equitable mortgagee who loses his money feels as 
great a pang as a legal mortgagee who is in the same unlucky 
predicament, und it would be extremely hard to ioflict this loss on 
him merely because he has been careless, in cases, at least, where 
his want of care has not been so great as to make him responsible 
for the fraud inflicted on, and therefore for the loss incurred by, the 
eecond mortgagee. Mr. Justice Kay has taken this most reasonable 
view of the position of the first equitable mortgagee in a recent 
case of Taylor v. Russell (W. N., 1890, p. 133). He said, ac- 
cording to the Zimes, ‘‘The mortgagee says, I want my money ; 
whether you take from me the legal estate, or only an equitable 
estate, the effect to me is — the same; you take from me 
the money I have advanced. If I have the legal estate, equity 
will not deprive me of my money on the ground of negligence, 
unless it be gross and wilful. Why should it deprive me of it for 
less negligence when I have the first equitable estate, which primd 


facie entitles me to priority as much as the possession of the legal 


estate would do?” 





We nave for some little time been apprehensive that one source 
of constant interest and entertainment would disappear. We feared 
that the headnotes prefixed to the law reports in the Zimes were 
becoming dull and commonplace. Judge, therefore, of our delight 
when this week we came across two productions of the highest 
excellence—not s , we venture to say, by any previous 
efforts. The first was prefixed to a report of Reid v. Joannon, 
and was iu the following terms :— 

‘This case raised a new qu never yet distinctly determined, 
whether company —— thin the Bills of Sale Acts so as to 
require to be registered like bills of sale.” 

The only omission in —* head-note is the lack 
of the date of the statute , and directing to be absolutely 
obliterated from memory, section 17 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, 
and the decisions thereon. The next specimen is of a different 
fer pag Sie ‘is 
Brooks v. ks. It is as follows :— 
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“The letters from the co-respondent to the respondent in the second of 
the suits, which formed the leading topic of comment by counsel in the 
case, are probably unique in thcir terms, considering they were addressed 

a young man of twenty-four to a lady of over forty, that lady being the 








CAN AN INJUNCTION BE GRANTED TO RESTRAIN 
A MARRIED WOMAN FROM BREAKING A CON- 
TRACT MADE AFTER MARRIAGE? 

We know of no reported case deciding the question which we have 

placed at the head of this article. More than a twelvemonth ago 

we heard of a case in chambers in the Queen’s Bench Division in 
which a married woman had taken a lease of a house with a re- 
strictive covenant and had broken the covenant. The judge before 
whom it came entertained no doubt of the power of the court to 
grant an injunction, and the case went no further. Nevertheless, 
it appears to us to be very difficult to make out how the court has 
jurisdiction to make such an order. 

It is clear that prior to the Judicature Act a married woman was 
under no liability at common law for any contract made by her 
after marriage, and in equity her separate property alone was 
liable, and no personal order could be made sgainst her. In 


party to any action or other legal proceeding brought by or taken 
against her’ (that again alters the law); ‘and any damages or 
costs recovered against her in any such action or proceeding shall 
be payable out of her separate property, and not otherwise.’ That 
is, the damages recovered are not to be payable by the married 
woman; they are to be payable out of her separate property. 
It seems to me that the judgment in such an action ought to 
follow the words of the Act. The damages to be recovered are to 
be payable out of the woman’s separate property, or they are to be 
recovered against her, but are to be payable only out of her 
separate property. This section really imposes a new liability on 
a married woman at law, which will produce the same result as 
was before the Act produced in equity” (20 Q. B. D. 125, 126, 
36 W. RB. 68). 

Lord Justice Bowen was equally explicit. He said: ‘‘ Sub-sec- 
tion 2 of section 1 says that a married woman shall be capable of 
rendering herself liable in respect of and to the extent of her 
separate property on any contract. It appears to me that these 
words, taken in their natural sense, do not create any personal 
liability ; they only subject the married woman to a proprietary 
liability. I think that a judgment recovered against a married 
woman by virtue of these earliest words would not subject her to a 
personal liability as distinguished from a liability in respect of pro- 
rty.” And after reading the end of the same sub-section, he 


Francis v. Wigzell (1 Madd. 258, Feb., 1816) a vendor brought a | Petty. 


bill against a husband and wife praying that they might be decreed 
specifically to perform an agreement made by them for purchase of 
an estate. He interrogated the wife as to her separate property. 
A demurrer to this interrogatory was allowed, on the ground that 
the bill merely asked for a personal order against her; ard, 
whether she had or had not separate property, no such order could 
be made. 

Now how has the liability of a married woman on her post- 
nuptial contracts been altered by recent legislation? We find 
nothing in the Married Women’s Property Acts, 1870 and 1874, 
affecting it in any way, except that certain classes of property, 
which formerly vested in the husband, were made the wife’s separ- 
ate estate. We next scrutinize the Judicature Acts, and find that 
the doctrines of equity respecting married women were thereby 
imported into the common law, a rule being added enabling them 
to sue or defend, by leave of the court, without either husband or 
as * giving security for costs if required (Rales of 1875, 

, F- 8). 

We must turn, therefore, to the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882, to find any material alteration of the law. That Act 
was carefully considered by Lord Esner and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., 
im the case of Scott v. Morley (36 W. R. 67, 20 Q. B. D. 
120, Nov., 1887). Judgment had there been signed against a 
married woman for payment of a debt contracted by her after 
marrisge; and, payment not being made, a further order was made 
by the vacation judge for her committal to prison. From this 
order she appealed, and the appeal was allowed. Lord Esuzn, in 
giving said: ‘‘ But then arises the question—What is 
now the position of a married woman in respect of a liability to 
which she was not subject at common law, but which has been 
imposed her solely by the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882? liability is imposed by sub-section 2 of section 1 of 
that Act, which provides that ‘a married woman shall be capable 

entering into and rendering herself liable on any contract.’ 
1 must mean that a woman shall, after she is, and whilst she 
is, married, be capable of entering into and rendering herself liable 
any contract. She could enter into a contract before the 
Act, and therefore the Act must mean that she shall be capable of 
entering into a contract so as to render herself liable u it. A 


or in equity before the Act. If sub-section 2 had stopped there, I 
e thought that the same consequences would follow as 

im the case of a contract entered into by a feme sole. If no remedy 
were by the Act for a breach of the contract, the remedy 
must be that common law remedy which is applicable to the case. 
But, iven by the statute which imposes the new 
the only remedy. Sub-section 2 goes on to 
aes that woman shall be capable of rendering herself 
* in respect of, and to the extent of, her separate property,’ 

and ‘of suing and being sued either in contract or in tort or other 
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added: ‘‘ The only means of satisfaction of the judgment there in- 
dicated are to be found in her property, and not in her person. . . . 
Such a judgment is not like a judgment for a debt at common law, 
and it seems to me, therefore, that if the Debtors Act had not been 
passed it would not have given the creditor any right to take the 
woman’s body in execution.” Lord Justice Fry followed to the 
same effect, stating that the judgment created no general personal 
liability. 

These judgments appear to limit the effect of section 1, sub-sec- 
tion 2, of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, to merely dis- 
pensing with the necessity of making the husband a party to the 
action ; for prior to that Act the practice had come to prevail of 
dispensing with the presence of any trustees in an action by a 
creditor, and directing an inquiry whether the married woman hai 
any separate property : Collett v. Dickenson (11 Ch. D. 687, April, 
1879). But we find from the report of the argument in Scott v. 
Morley (p. 123) that the creditor’s counsel argued that, “if a 
married woman can only bind her separate property, the Act has 

not enabled her to do anything which she could not have done 

before.” So that the judges had this point pressed upon them 

and deliberately decided against it. 

There are, indeed, some passages in Lord Esnen’s judgment 
which are not borne out by the result at which he arrived. In 
one place he says that a liability is imposed on a married woman 

which did not exist either at law or in equity before the Act; and 
in a later sentence he treats the Act as introducing at law a 
liability which previously existed only in equity. But it appears 

to us that the liability under the Act,.as defined by the judgments 

given and the form of order drawn up (36 W. R. 69, 20 Q. B. D. 

132) is precisely that which had long existed in equity, and was 

introduced into law by the Judicature Acts; the only difference 

being that all separate property is now bound, and not only that 

which existed at the date of the contract; but this extension is 

expressly provided for by sub-section 8 of section 1 of the Married 

Women’s Property Act, 1882. 

Anyhow, in the face of the judgments in Scott v. Morley, it 

seems to be very difficult to hold that an injunction can be properly 

granted against a married woman on a contract made after her 

marriage ; and it seems to follow of necessity that, if it is granted, 

4 cannot be enforced by committal, but only by sequestration of 








REFUNDING BY LEGATEES. 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Kershaw, Whitaker v. 
Kershaw, which we report elsewhere, is an illustration of a doctrine 
which, in ite various applications, is attended with not a little com- 
plexity. The persons who are interested in a testator’s personal 
estate are the creditors and As long as the estate remains 


in the hands of the executor, it is to him only that they can look for 
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other legatees, fresh rights may be acquired. Their natural course 
is still to come upon the executor, and if he is solvent he will 
have to pay their claims. In this case the question will arise how 
far he can, in his turn, proceed against the overpaid legatees and 
compel them to refund ; while, should he be insolvent, it will be 
necessary for the creditors and other legatees to consider their 
power of proceeding against them directly. 

When an executor has once voluntarily paid any legacy, the law 
makes against him a presumption, incapable apparently of being 
rebutted, that the assets are sufficient to pay all legacies. Of this 
presumption the legatee is entitled to take advantage, and he 
cannot, at the suit of the executor, be called upon to refund. The 
point was regarded as an open one in Noel v. Robinson (1 Vern. 
94), but an opinion adverse to the executor was expressed in 
Newman v. Barton (2 Vern. 205), and in Orr v. Kaimes (2 Ves. 
sen. 194) Srrancz, M.R., laid down the rule, not since departed 
from, that, “ whenever an executor pays a legacy, the presumption 
is that he has sufficient to pay all} legacies; and the court will 
oblige bim, if solvent, to pay the rest, and not permit him to bring 
a bill to compel the legatee whom he has voluntarily paid to 
refund.” But, if the payment is not voluntary, but has been 
made in pursuance of a decree obtained by the legatee, the rule is 
different, and he will have to refund: Newman v. Barton (supra). 
In this case there is obviously no ground for raising such a 
presumption against the executor. Where, again, the over- 
payment has been due to a mistake on his part, the law appears 
to adopt a middle course. What has actually been paid is 
regarded as gone, and the executor has no claim upon it. But 
if he still retains in his hands funds in which the legatze has an 
interest, he may reimburse himself out of these. The first point 
was regarded by Jessex, M.R, in Hilliard vy. Fulford (4 Ch. D. 
389) as free from doubt. An executor had by mistake divided the 
residue among five persons instead of eix, and, in holdiog him 
liable to make the sixth share good with interest at four per cent. 
from the time of distribution, the Master of the Rolls said, * Of 
course you cannot make those other residuary legatees pay back 
anything.” But of reimbursement out of undistributed funds 
there are several examples. In Livesey v. Livesey (3 Russ. 
287) an executrix who had made mistaken payments to an 
annuitant for two years before he attained twenty-one, the age 
when the annuity was to commence, was allowed to retain them 
out of future payments, and a similar principle was followed in 
Cooper v. Pitcher (4 Hare, 684). 

Where an executor has notice of a debt and yet pays the 
legatee, the same principle, of course, applies as in the former 
case. This is an admission on his part that the assets are 
sufficient to pay both the debt and the legacy, and he cannot call 
on the legatee to refund. But a distinction must be drawn 
between a debt and a mere liability, and this was done by 
JesseL, M.R., in Jervis v. Wolferstan (L. R. 18 Eq. 18). “I 
have looked through many cases,”’ he said, “and I have asked 
for the assistance of the bar, and I cannot find the rule stated in 
wider terms than these, that the executor cannot recover from a 
legatee a payment made with notice of adebt.” There, as in the 
recent case of Re Kershaw, there was at the time of distribution 
no debt, but only a liability in respect of unpaid calls on shares, 
and it was held that knowledge of this did not prevent the 
executors, when the liability matured into a debt which they were 
called upon to pay, from requiring the legatees torefund. Of 
course, the result of an opposite decision, as was pointed out 
formerly by Jessezr, M.R, and now by Corron, L.J., would be 
immensely to delay the distribution of estates. Not only a lia- 
bility of the above kind, but any other possible claim that might 
arise, at, for instance, claims on covenants in a lease which the 
testator had assigned, would compel the executors to keep in their 
hands assets sufficient to meet them. It was settled, however, in 
Jervis v. Wolferstan in favour of the legatee, that as a man may 
reasonably spend the income of money which he has received, the 
executor could not recover any interest. This is similar to the 
rule laid down by Lord Expon, C., in Gittins v. Steele (1 Swanst. 
199) in a case where an erroneous payment was recalled. 
Interest, he said, was only to be charged where the legatee was 
entitled to another fund bearing interest, and not yet paid to him, 
out of which it could be taken. 

An executor, then, who finds himself liable to pay either legacies 
or debts, has only a very limited right of calling upon a legatee to 





refund, but, of course, quite different considerations apply when a 
creditor, failing to get satisfaction out of the executor, seeks to 
follow the testator’s estate, and his right to do so is laid down in 
the most unqualified terms. “It is certain- that a creditor shall 
compel the legatee to refund”: Noel v. Robinson (supra) “A 
creditor shall follow the assets in equity into whosesoever hands 
they come”: Newman vy. Barton (supra). In Fordham v. Wallis 
(10 Hare, 217) this was put on the ground that payment by the 
executors to legatees, while the debts remained unpaid, was a 
breach of trust, and consequently the legatees, who took simply as 
volunteers, could not set up the Statute of Limitation, this not 
having run in favour of the executors. In Marsh vy. Russell (3 M. 
& Cr. 31), Lord Correnmam, C., stated that it was the old practice 
to oblige the legatee to give security to refund in cise any further 
debts were discovered, but that, although this had been discon- 
tinued, the personal liability of the legatee still remained. Of 
course the creditor can follow the fands into the hands of all who 
take as volunteers from the legatee, and in this case they were 
followed into the hands of the legatee’s residuary legatee. And 
where the residuary legatee is insolvent the creditor is entitled to 
claim the whole amount of his debt from any other legatee. In 
Davies v. Nicholson (2 De G. & J. 693), where a specific legacy 
and the residue had both been paid, and the creditor had failed to 
obtain payment from the residuary legatee, he was held entitled to 
be paid in full by the specific legatee. A similar case occurred in 
Noble v. Brett (24 Beav. 499), where executors, under directions 
contained in the will, transferred legacies into the joint names of 
themselves and infant legatees, and then paid away the residue to the 
residuary legatee. Subsequently, a debt, of which the executors had 
been ignorant, was established against the estate, and, the residaary 
legatee being insolvent, payment was directed out of the ies so 
retained. The right of the creditor is not precluded by a decree in an 
administration action, and although the executors are protected, he 
may still sue the legatees, and so bring back the fund. Bat in 
Gillespie v. Alexander (3 Russ. 136), a special rule: applicable 


to such a case was introduced different from that applied in the 
two cases last referred to where the distribution had taken place 


out of court. An apportionment had been made of the fund in 
court, and part of it had been paid over, the remainder being 
carried to the account ef particular legatees. Under these circum- 
stances it was considered unjust that the fact of the legacies still 
being in the hands of the court should expose them to liability to 
pay in full the creditor’s demand, and it was held that he could 
only recover out of them a proportionate part of his debt. The 
creditor’s right to follow assets being, however, merely equitable, 
it is subject to any consideration which would make it inequitable 
for the court to enforce it. In Ridgway v. Newstead (3 Da G. F. 
& G. 474) a mortgagee from the testator, who had for many years 
received his interest from the devisee of the mortgaged premises, 
was not allowed, when these were finally sold for a sum insufficient 
to pay him, to come upon the legatees, and the same principle was 
acted upon in Blake v. Gale (34 W. R. 555, 32 Ch. D. 571), where 
a mortgagee under timilar circumstances was considered to have 
assented to the distribution of the estate among the residuary 
legatees. The chief ground in these cases for refusing help to the 
creditor is, that during the period when he has neglected to enforces 
his remedies the position of the legatees has been altered. It is, 
perhaps, not quite settled how far, without any such delay, he is 
barred as against a purchaser from the legatee. Dilies v. Broad- 
mead (2 De G. F. & J. 566) shews that the purchaser is protected 
against liabilities of which he had no notice, and which ripen 
into debts subsequently to the purchase. And although in Noble v. 
Brett (supra) it was held that a purchaser of a legacy not yet paid 
was not protected, an opinion was inti that the creditor could 
not follow astets into the hands of a purchaser of a legacy which 
Mrhe rian ot ——— to call paid legates te 
he right of an unpai upon a 

refund is, of course, Faterior to that of the creditor. Indeed, an 
opinion was ex in Newman v. Barton (supra) that, where the 

yment had been made voluntarily, the ua legatee stood in no 
better position with regard to refunding than the executor. It has 
long been settled, however, that, where the estate was originally 


insufficient to pay all the legacies, and the executor pays one in 
full, then, in the event of the exeoutor’s insolvency, —— 
v. Katmes 


legatees shall call th legates to refund : 
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the other hand, the assets were originally sufficient, a different rule pending election to the council, I was unaware that Sir Albert 


prevails, and the paid legatee is entitled to keep what has been 
paid to him before the loss to which the deficiency is due took 


it was a candidate for the vacancy. 
I am indebted to Sir Albert Rollit for — at last year’s 
election, and, apart from this fact, I believe that his presence on the 


place: Walcot v. Hall (2 Br. O. C. 305) and Anon. (1 P. Wms. JJJ 
495). Modern instances of this are afforded by Peterson v. Contes (eilelins wusttions ofdling soliclines axe frequently arising), 


Peterson (L. R. 3 Eq. 111) and Fenwick v. Olarke (10 W. R. 636, | would enable him to render efficient service to th 


e profession. 


4 DeG. F. & J. 240). Inthe latter case the executors paid all | Upon learning from him, therefore, that he had consented to stand 
the legacies which were given absolutely, and left the remaining | for election, I communicated with my principal supporters, with 


cash in hand in a bank, intending to invest it in a mortgage which | whose ap 


val, and having regard to the circumstances above 


they were negotiating. Before this had been done, the bank failed, | mentioned, I now desire to withdraw from this year’s contest. 


and the estate was then not sufficient to pay the rest of the legacies 


in fall. It was held that no claim to contribute to the loss could 
be made upon the legatees who had been paid, the assets 
having been originally sufficient for the payment of all the legacies 
in foll. Where a payment has been made to one legatee by 
mistake, it is clear that the others interested have a right to have 
the overpayment made good out of other funds to which the legatee 
is entiiled, and which are not yet distributed: Downes v. Bullock 
(25 Beav. 54) and Dibbs v. Goren (11 Beav. 483); and in some 
cases it appears that they can require restitution: Harris v. 
Harris (29 * 110). 

The case of Re Kershaw, besides usefully maintaining the 
decision of Jxssrx, M.R., in Jervis v. Wolferstan (supra) that 
knowledge of a contingent liability in respect of calls on shares 
does not disentitle the executor to call upon the legatee to refund 
in the event of the liability ripening into a debt, also chews that 
free use will be made of the words ‘‘ or otherwise” in section 1 (2) 
of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, for the purpose of 
making the liability of a married woman equivalent generally to 
that of a feme sole. In the present instance it was said that the 
liability to refund could not be based upon any contract, and was 
therefore one from which the married woman, who was a volunteer 
under the legatee, was exempt. It seems, however, a case which 
the general words referred to above are quite sufficient to cover, 
and so the Court of Appeal held. 








REVIEWS. 
KEY AND ELPHINSTONE’S CONVEYANCING. 


Kgzy AND ELPHINSTONE'’s CoMPENDIUM OF PRECEDENTS IN CONVEY- 
ANncING. THIRD Epirion. By Tuomas Key, assisted by 
C. HERBERT BROWN and ALFRED Hutu Dennis, Barristers-at- 
Law. Two Vols. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


We regret that pressure on our space prevents us this week from 
doing more than calling attention to the issue of the long expected 
new edition of this work. The delay in its appearance is accounted 
for in the preface by the labour of re-editing a book into which so 
great a mass of matter is compressed; considering the work in- 
volved in the thorough revision which both precedents and notes 
have received, the wonder is that the new edition should have already 
seen the light. The volumes not merely contain a most extensive 
collection of precedents, but the notes constitute a kind of con- 
densed conveyancer’s library. The net result of our examination of 
the work may be expressed in a few words—more useful than ever 
to the experienced practitioner, while at the same time better adapted 
than any previous edition for putting into the hands of the articled 
clerk. We hope next week to explain in some detail the reasons for 
this opinion. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY—COUNCIL ELECTION, 1890, 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I enclose copy letter which I have addressed to the secretary 
of the ——— Law Society, withdrawing my name from the 
list of candidates at the above election. As my supporters are many 
of them country members of the society, and as large numbers of 
those who are London members will not attend the meeting on the 
11th inst., kindly oblige me by inserting the enclosed copy letter in 
= journal, so that they may know under what circumstances I 

ve retired from the contest. A. K. Common, 

27, Chancery-lane, W.C., July 9. 


[Copy. ] 
[The following is the copy — to.] 
27, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., July 9. 


Dear Sir, 0! 


ated Law Society—Council Election, 1890, 


T shall be ae by your informing the meeting on the 11th inst. 
of my withdrawal, a of the circumstances under which it occurs, 


Faithfully yours, A. K. Common. 
E. W. Williamson, Esq. 





CONVEYANCING POINTS 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—The case of Tendring Union v. Dowton (reported at p. 566 of 
the present volume) suggests the inquiry whether in building leases 
and grants at a fee farm rent there should not be (1) a covenant by 
the lessee or purchaser to execute all works required by the local 
authority ; (2) a power for lessor or vendor to do such works, if 
necessary, or to repay the authority for doing them ; and (3) a charge 
on the property for money thus paid, such charge to be deemed a 
mortgage within the meaning of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. Such 
a charge appears in 1 K. & E. 796, 3rd ed., ina brewer's lease for 
securing the price of liquors supplied. 
In the same work, and in 5 Robbins’ Byth, a doubt is suggested as 
to the validity, having regard to the Bills of Sale Acts, of the cross- 
powers of distress te Po in assignments of parts of a leasehold and 
in other deeds relating to property subject to a rent and covenants 
as an indemnity against an undue proportion of the rent, &c., and, 
in cases of f: old land, —* seems the further gee that such 
powers may infringe the rules against perpetuities. ight not these 
powers be ——— by such a charge as above referred to, so as 
to attract the statutory powers of sale, &c., given to mortgagees ? 
Instead of relying on the case of ——* v. Collier (ante, pp. 
596, 604), could not the result of that case be arrived at by specially 
providing in the mortgage deed that the attornment clause shall not 
confer any right to distrain for the reserved rent if and so long as 
such clause shall be deemed to be a bill of sale within the meaning 
of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878 ? B. 
[As to the first point, see observations under head of Current 
Topics.—Eb. 8. J.] 





A WARNING TO SOLICITORS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Referring to Mr. Carpenter’s letter in a recent issue (ante, p. 
582), permit me to add my testimony. 
On Monday, the 23rd of June, the day before Mr. Carpenter wrote 
his letter to you, a person called at my office in my absence, and 
informed my clerk that he was Captain White, the part-owner and 
captain of the steam-tug Seaflower, of Margate ; that on the previous 
Thursday he had saved a schooner, The Mary Ann, of Rochester, 
from wreck on the Goodwins, and had claimed £250—but the owner 
had offered him £150 cnly, and he wished that I would write to the 
owner, whose name he said was W. Gill, a shipowner and coal 
merchant, of 36, High-street, Rochester, to call here on the following 
Wednesday to meet the captain to settle the matter; and he himself 
would call next morning to tell me more about his claim. 
He left his address as, 21, Plevener-place, Margate, carefully 
spelling ‘‘ Plevener,” to have it right, and he said the name of the 
captain whose schooner he had saved was Mitchell, and added that 
he had been recommended to me by a client of mine. 
I wrote to Rochester, to the supposed owner, and on the next day, 
as my would-be client did not call as promised, I wrote to him, 
stating that I had written to Mr. Gill to be here to meet him. 
Neither of them came, and ultimately both letters were returred 
through the Dead Letter Office. 
I have since written to a person at Margate to ascertain if there is 
such a place as ‘ Plevener-place,” and my correspondent answers, 
No. H. G. DaLimore. 
Camberwell, 8.E. 


— — 
— 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 
MARKS v. BEYFUS AND OTHERS—No. 1, 2nd July. 


Evipenct—Proszcution ny Director or Pustic Prosscuriens—NaAMeE OF 
InrormMen—Pustic Prosecurron—Prosgoution or Orrences Act, 1879 
(42 & 43 Vicr. c. 22). 

In an action for maliciously and without reasonable and probable cause 
conspiring to institute a prosecution, or to cause the Director of Public 
Prosecutions to institute a prosecution against the tiff, the plaintiff 
called Sir A. K. Stephenson, the Director of Public Prosecutions, as a 
witness, and asked him for the names of his informers in the prosecution, 
and whether he had a statement from them, and if in writing to produce 
it. Sir A. K. Stephenson said that he himself instituted the prosecution, 
that he had a statement in writing, but that he declined to give the names 
of the informers, or to produce the statement, on the gound of public 
policy and the interests of the public service. uddleston, B., who tried 
the case, refused to order the witness to answer the question or to produce 
the statement, and the plaintiff was accordingly nonsuited. The 
Divisional Oourt (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Mathew, J.) refused a new 


Tux Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Lrxpiey and Bowsn, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. They said that under the Act (42 & 43 Vict. c. 22) which 
created the office of Director of Public Prosecutions, prosecutions instituted 
by the director were placed on the footing of public Ss and in 
The Attorney-General v, Briant (15 M. & W. 169) it been laid down 
that in the case of a public prosecution a witness could not be asked the 
That ruling applied Eoth to the criminal trial and to ell subsequent pro- 

at applied both to the an su uent pro- 
ceedings, and the privilege did not depend upon the meme me it, 
but the judge, who had no discretion to allow the question to be put, 
ought to prevent its being answered. There was an exception to that 

e, and that was where the judge saw that in the interests of the 
— the question should be answered, for the importance that an 

ocent man should not be convicted must prevail. The judgment, 
therefore, was right.—Oovnsat, Cock, QC., Wineh, Q.0., and H. Kisch. 
Soxrrcrrors, Beyfus ¢ Beyfus. 


Re KERSHAW, WHITAKER v. KERSHAW—No. 2, 5th July. 


Exzcurorn—Disrarevtion or Resipvz wits Norice or Liasmrry—Ricut 
To INDEMNITY WHEN LiaBILITy BECOMES A Dest—Marrrep Woman— 
Lianiity To Inpemniry Execuror—Marrisp Women’s Propsrty Act, 
1882, s. 1, sup-secrion 2—Oompanrgs Act, 1862, ss. 16, 75. 


The question in this case was, whether an executor who has handed over 
the residue of his testator’s estate to a residuary legatee, with notice of 
a liability to which the estate is subject, is entitled to an indemnity from 
the residuary legatee when that liability afterwards becomes a debt, and 
is enforced against the executor. And there was the further question 
whether such a right of indemnity, if it exists, can be enforced a 
married woman. The plaintiffs were the executors and trustees of a tes- 
tator, who bequeathed his residuary estate to one Kershaw. The testator 
died in March, 1886. In March, 1886, Kershaw assigned all his interest 
in the residue to his wife, the defendant to the present action, for her 
separate use. Thé executors paid the testator’s debts and legacies, and 
the residue then consisted of £1,103 10s. in cash, and fifty shares in a 
limited company, not fully paid up. In April, 1887, the executors paid 
the cash to the defendant, and handed over the certificates of the shares 
to her, but they did not transfer the shares to her. The shares remained 
standing in their names. In August, 1887, a call was made on the shares, 
the company being a going concern. The defendant refused to pay the 

or to take a transfer of the shares, and the executors were compelled 
to pay the call out of their own moneys. They then took out an — * 
nating summons against the defendant, —> indemnity for w! 
they had paid, with interest, and for their costs, ges, and as 
executors and trustees, in relation to the shares since April, 1887, by means 
of a charge or lien on the shares, and an order for sale of the shares to 
raise the amount which they claimed. An order was made accordingly. 
The plaintiffs’ costs, charges, and expenses were taxed at £68 ; the amount 
of the call was £25. The shares were sold, and produced only £26. The 
defendant failed to pay the balance, and the present action was brought, 
claiming a declaration that the plaintiffs were entitled to be indemnified 
out of the testator’s residuary estate in respect of the £67 which remained 
due to them, and the costs of the action, and also to be indemnified by 
the my tes) appears . North, J., held that the plaintiffs were entitled 
to be ind out of the residuary estate in respect of the £25, and 
interest thereon, and so much of the £68 as did not relate to costs of 
the originating summons, and the plaintiffs’ costs of the as 
solicitor and 2* and jud t ba 2* —22 the defendant 
accordingly, the amount to yable ou separate property, 
and execution being limited in’ the ordinary form to ber separate 
property not subject to 4J— restriction anticipation. On 
the appeal it was conten that the tiffs tlod 
to any indemnity, because they had parted with 
notice of the liability to calls on the shares, and that, at any rate, 
if there would be such a right to an indemnity 
sole, the Married Women’s Pro 


i 


woman to be sued in — it. Section 1 of the Married Women’s | 


Pro Act, 1882, provides, by sub-section 2, that ‘‘a married woman 
be capable of entering into and rendering herself liable in res 
of, and to the extent of, her separate property on apy contract, of 





suing and sued, either in contract or in tort or otherwise, in all 

respects as if she were a feme sole . . . and any damages or costs 

recovered against her in any such action or ey Oak be 

out of her separate property, and not otherwise.” 16 the 

Companies Act, 1862, provides that ‘‘all moneys payable by any member 

to the company in pursuance of the conditions and of the 

one , or any of such conditions or shall be deemed to be 

a debt due from such member to the company.” By section 75, ‘‘ The 

liatility of any person to contribute to the assets of a company under this 

Act, in the event of the same being wound up, shall be deemed to create 

oe ee Se ee = De See ae Se eee 

commenced, but or respective times when calls are 

Supe an hessinatiioe ter aul such liability.” 

Tur Court (Corron, Bowzn, and Fry, L.JJ,) affirmed the decision. 
Corron, L.J., said that, if an executor handed over the residue of his 
testator’s estate to the residuary legetee without knowledge of an: 
to prevent the right of the resid to feceive it, he 
call on the legatee to refund, if a the estate 
arose, This was a right which did not depend on contract. If an 
executor, ae of an unpaid debt of the testator, handed over the 
residue to the uary legatee, and he was afterwards compelled to 
the debt, he could not recover it from the legatee. It was argued 
the call on the shares was a debt of the testator. But there was no debt 
till the call was made; there was only a liability which might become a 
debt, and the parting with the residue with notice of a mere liability 
not, as was decided by Jessel, M.R., in Jervis v. Wolferstan (L. R. 18 
Eq. 18), deprive the executor of his right to indemnity from the residuary 
legatee. His decision did not de on the shadowy of 
Raliiiy in that enon: Bo pumeiee Sve, om oie ae ty was not 
sufficient, and there must be n of a debt 
right to indemnity. If an executor must keep the assets of his testator 
until every liability to which he was subject had been 
difficulties would result. It was argued that the call constitu’ 
which related back to the date of the testator becoming a shareholder. 
That was not so. There was no debt till the calls were made. The 
language of section 16 of the Companies Act, 1862, was very 
from that of section 75, which applied to calls made in a win up. 
therefore, the defendant had been a feme sole, the plaintiffs would have 
entitled to the indemnity which they claimed. It was said that, because 
she was a married woman, this claim could not be enforced against her ; 
that she could not be sued under the Married Women’s Property Act, 
because there was no contract in respect of her separate estate. But the 
— to contract given by that Act to a married woman was dietinct 

m the liability to be sued which was imposed on her. She was liable 
to be sued “in contract or in tort or otherwise.’? The words or other- 
wise’’ could not be disregarded. The effect of the section was to make 
her liable to be sued just as if she were a feme sole, though the judgment 
could only affect her separate property. It was clear that the defendant 
had separate property. The judgment on the originating summons could 
not be pleaded as res judicata, for the claim then meade was confined to an 
indemnity by means of a sale of the shares, while the claim in the action 
was to an indemnity generally. Fay, L.J., said that, when the executors 
handed over the residue to the defendant, they had no notice of any debt 
of the testator ; they had notice only of a liability to which he was subject. 
By section 16 of the Companies Act, 1862, money payable by a member 
of the company in respect of his shares, being payable in pursuance of 
the regula’ of the company, became a debt only when it was called up. 
It the taking of shares created a debt in reepect of calls to be 
made on them, section 75 would have been an idle enactment. It was 
said that notice of a liability was sufficient to exclude the executors’ right 
to an indemnity. In Jervis v. Wolferstan Jessel, M.R., held that it was 
not. This was the rule of law, and it was good sense. If an executor 
could not part with any of the testator’s estate so long as any liability of 
which he had notice remained, he might have to keep in hand the larger 
< the estate. It was said that there was an implied contract tc 

demnify the executor, which gave a right to sue a married womaa. In 
his lordship’s opinion the right to sue her was given by the words “or 
otherwise” in sub-section 2 of section 1 of the Act. The effect of that 
section was to allow a married woman to be sued for everything for 
which a man could be sued, subject to this, that her power to contract was 
limited, and the remedy against her was confined, to her separate estate. 

The poiot had not been argued on behalf of the appellent, whether the 

executors’ right to recover against ber extended to costs incurred by them 

after they had parted with the residue. His lordship was inclined to 
think that it did. But, by affirmicg the decision in this respect, the 
court might not hold that it was bound on another occasion if the point 
should arise for argument —OounseL, Cozens- Hardy, Q 0., and Upjohn; 

Napier Higgins, QO, Ryland, $ 

Parker ; Pitman § Sons, 

Re 1HE METROPOLITAN COAL CONSUMERS’ ASSOCIATION (LIM.), WAIN- 
WRIGH?’S CASE—No. 2, July 9. 
ProspEctus—M1sREPRESENTATION. 

This was an appeal by the liquidator of the above company against an 
order made by Kay, J. (ante, p. 127), removing the name of Mr. Wain- 
wright, who was the holder of —— and twenty 
shares of the company, from the of shareholders, on the 
that he had been induced to subscribe for his shares by mis- 

prospectus 


E 


A 


and &. Ford. Soxicrrons, Woodcock, 


y was 

, s bore date February 7, 1889, and was re- 
ed by Wain ht on February 11. It ed (inter alia) the 
Extract from ‘There 


following statement :—‘* the articles of — 
of not exceeding twenty-five members 
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of the association, from whom shall be selected an executive and finance 
committee of not more than ten nor less than five of such members, which 
committee shall constitute the board, and shall have and exercise all the 
wers commonly vested in directors. ‘The members of the executive and 
— committee also receive remuneration for their services.“ There 
followed a list of the members of the ‘‘council of administration,’’ the 
names of seventeen noblemen and gentlemen being given, three of them 
being Lord Brabourne, Sir Stuart Hogg, and Rear-Admiral Mayne. It 
was the ce of these three names which, Wainwright said, mainly 
induced to apply for shares. The also stated that the 
bankers of the company were authorized to receive subscriptions for the 
balance (less 10,000 i shares reserved) of the under-mentioned 
(£250,000), ‘‘a considerable ion of which has been privately 
en up.” It was also stated that ‘‘the objects of the association have 
the cordial support and approval of upwards of 2,000 noblemen 

and residing in the metropolis, a large number of whom have 
subscribed towards the capital.’ The articles of association of the com- 
y required that members of the council of administration should be 
members of the company, and they provided that the first members of 
the council should be appointed in writing under the hands of four or 
more of the subscribers of the memorandum of association. Wainwright 
applied for his shares on February 11, and the allotment was made to him 
on February 15. On Feb 13 a meeting of the subscribers of the 
memorandum was held, at which twenty gentlemen were elected as the 
first members of the council, including the seventeen whose names were 
given in the prospectus. Lord Brabourne had, in November, 1888, 
signed a document by which he stated that he was willing to become a 
member of the council of administrution. On February 14 ho signed an 
— for shares, but on February 16 he withdrew it, before any 
had been made to him, and he never became a member of the 

of the council. Sir Stuart Hogg had also consented to be a 
the council, and he applied for shares on February 12, but he 
lication on February 19, and never became a shareholder. 
never made any application for shares, and early in 
withdrew the consent which he had originally given to 
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i 


he 
member 
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prospectus was that the gentlemen named were actually 
the council, and that this implied that they were members of 
This was a misrep tation as toa material fact, on the 
Wainwright had acted, and he was, therefore, entitled to 
removed from the register. On January 30, 1890 (since the 
ecision), an order was made to wind up the company. 
(Corrox, Fry, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
said that this was not like an action of deceit, in which it 
necessary to prove a fraudulent intent. A man who had been induced 
enter into a contract by material misrepresentations was entitled to be 
from it, even if the tations were made innocently. 
prospectus did not say that the gentlemen whose names were given 
when the company should be formed, to become members of the 
administration, but the names were given as of persons actually 
the council. Then there was a statement that a considerable 
of the had been privately taken up, which must mean that 
had been taken. The further statement that a large number 
out of 2,000 noblemen and gentlemen residing in the metropolis ‘‘ had 
subscribed towards the capital,” could only mean that they were persons 
who had already privately taken up part of the capital. Persons who had 
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simply sent in for shares could not come under that descrip- 
tion. W: said that he was misled by the ctus into the 
belief that the three gentlemen in question were members of the council. 
The statement made was that they were members of the council, which, 
according to the clause of the articles which was quoted, must consist of 
members of the company. None of them were then members of the 
company, though they had agreed that they would become members of 


the council. In his lordship’s opinion it was a misstatement to say that 
they were members of the council, and, having regard to the other state- 
considerable part of the capital had been privately taken up, 


oe might well believe that the gentlemen 
_ RBamed were members of the company, and had been duly —— 


members of the council. This was a statement of a material fact, and it 
‘was not true, and Kay, J., was justified in removing Wainwright’s name 
from the Fay and Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsen, Sir H. 
Davey, VC., and H. Terrell ; Marten, VO0., George White, and G. H. 
Maliinwn, Sorsctrons, Lumley ¢ Lumley ; W. A, Colyer. 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re THE EASTERN AND MIDLAEDS RAILWAY CO.—Kay, J., 2nd July. 


Rastwar Courany—Srocx—Desrextvunes—Divivenns any Inreneer ovr 
or Guoes Recetrts—Recerven amp Maxacrn—Hrux oy Roriine Srocx 
—Workixe Exrenszs—Prorexr Ovroowos—Kawwar Companies Act, 


1967 (20 & 31 Vier. c. 127), o8. 4, 23. 
under powers given by their 


Act of stliament, passed resolutions that the nn Line 
constitute a , with A capital of 
£100,000 stock and £32,000 debentares. 


company were to work the 
were to be by tolls 
for the general traffic of 


the ; the company were to pay « daily sum of £17 15s. 5d, in 
— tlie t0'o banking ———— for the 
separate share and debenture-hoiders; and gums payable under the 
of, and charged upon, the 


line ; the dividends on the separate capital 


of the council. Kay, J., held that the representation | had been 





—— receipts arising from the traffic of the separate undertaking, and 
rom traffic passing over both the separate undertaking and any of the 
other railways of the company. On the 28th of June, 1889, a judgment 
creditor of the company, for a debt due for the hire of rolling stock, 
obtained the = of a receiver and manager of the company under 
the Railway mpanies Act, 1867, s. 4. No daily payments of 
£17 15s. 5d. had been made since July, 1859, and the trustees asked by 
their summons for a declaration that they were entitled to the tolls in 
priority to, and without deduction for, any debts or expenses of the com- 
pany. The receiver also took out a summons for leave to pay the rollin 
8 debts. The trustees relied upon the words of the s Act, whic 
—— that the terms of working the separate undertaking and the 
ividends to be paid on the separate tal ‘‘out of the gross receipts,” 
&c., should be settled by an extrao general meeting of the com- 
pany. The receiver argued that, under the Act of 1867, he ought to pay 
for hire of rolling stock first as ‘‘ working expenses of the railway and 
other proper outgoings.’’ 
Kay, J., said that the right of the trustees was subject to the Act of 
1867. The instalments under the ae See were ‘‘ working 
expenses,” and if not within those wo y were, at all events 
“proper outgoings.’ The trustees were not entitled to the tolls until 
agg had been made for the working expenses, and the receiver must 
at liberty to the instalments out of the receipts of the company as 
they came to ds.—OounseL, Rigby, Q O., Dunning, and L. Leeke ; 
Renshaw, QO., and F. Thompson; J, Cutler; Marten, Q.O., and Farwell ; 
Whinney. Soutcrrons, Travers, Smith, § Braithwaite; Phillips ¢ Co.; 
Janson, Cobb, Pearson, § Co.; F. C. Matthews ¢ Browne; W. J. Myatt. 


Re THE DENVER UNITED BREWERIES (LIM.)—Kay, J., 27th June. 


Practice—Oompany—Morion To nectiry Recister—Szrvice or Norice— 
Compantgs Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), ss. 35, 62. 


This was a motion, under section 35 of the Companies Act, 1862, to 
rectify the register of the company by the insertion therein of the name 
of the applicant as the holder of certain shares. The notice of motion 
served on the companies’ solicitors, and they had signed a 
—_ —— service for the company. At the hearing the company 

not appear. 

Kay, J., said that service on the solicitors of the company was not 
sufficient. The company must itself be served or must appear,— 


—— Marten, Q.O, and J. M. Stone. Souicrrons, Stones, Morris, ¢ 
tones. 


Re DAVID STORER & SONS (LIM.)—Kay, J., 4th July. 


Practice—Company—WINDING UP —ADVERTISEMENT OF PetiITION—OmISSION 
or Appress or PsrririonzR anp or nis Sonicrrorn—Oompaniges Acts, 
Genera Onpgr, November, 1862, nz. 2. 


In this case, where the advertisement of the petition, upon which a 
winding-up order had been made on the 28th of June, omitted to state the 
address both of the petitioner and of his solicitor, 

Kay, J., said that the terms of the rule as to the advertisement of a 
petition had to be strictly complied with, and that the petition must be 
restored to the paper and re-advertised.—Counsgn, Bramwell Davis, 
Soxrcrron, W. B. Styer. 


HOWE v. ROBINSON—Kay, J., 5th July. 
Pztir1on—Compromise—Inrants’ Soicrrors, 


In this case a petition was presented for a compromise in which the 
interests of infants were involved. The infants were not represented by 
—— t solicitors, but by the same solicitors as their adult brothers 
an 5 

Kay, J., directed the petition to stand over, in order that the infants 
might be ted by entirely independent solicitors, who might 
inform the court that they were satisfied that the compromise was for the 
infante’ benefit._-Counsen, 4. Underhill; Eustace Smith ; Gent ; Davenport. 
Soxicrrons, Cunliffes § Davenport, for Wilson § Ornsby; Robinson § Stannard. 


Re EDGE—North, J., 5th July. 


Parext—Pertition von Revocation—Transver TO Quagn’s Bencu Divi 
e10N—Partents Act, 1883, s, 26—R, 8. O., XLIX., 3. 


This was a petition, under section 26 of the Patents Act, 1883, for the 
revocation of a patent, and an application was made for the transfer of tho 
petition to the Queen’s Bench Division, with a view to its being tried 
with en action relating to the same matter which had been commenced 


that division. The petitioner 


and the r t were . The petitioner was the 
owner of * of prior date to that of the ent, for a similar 
invention ex alleged that the r t’s patent hed been 
obtained in f of his rights, and thet the t had been induced 


to epply for the at the of a firm of manufacturers in 

order they might be able to an article which they manufactured 

ee ee Oe ee tation in the 

ounds the peti claimed the revocation 

fo the action in the Queen’s Bench Division 

the res t and the manufacturers were defendants, and the plaintiff 

ve eteah’ ond en tejcaction 10 restesin tne tamnutaceuters 100 

a fs t, an ipju to manufacturers 
— oods under 


is name, 
Nouwrn, J., thought that it would be most convenient that the action 
the petition - he held that, under rule 
the petition to the Queen’s Bench 
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Division, subject to the consent of the President of that division. But he 
could not give any directions as to the course of the in that 
division. He accordingly made an order for the transfer of the petition, 
on the consent of the President of the Queen’s Bench Division being 
obtained.—Counsen, W. R. Bousjield; T. M. Goodeve, Soxzcrrors, Inder- 
maur ¢ Brown; Hare § Co. 


PEARKS v. EAMES—Stirling, J., 4th July. 


Practice—ResrgRENce TO REFEREE—QvzEsTIONS oF Fact AND oF Law— 
JupicaTure Act, 1873, s. 56—Anrsrrration Act, 1889, ss. 14, 19. 


In this action for an injunction to restrain the defendant from inter- 
fering with the plaintiffs’ ancient lights, the latter moved to have the 
questions of fact in the case referred at once to an official referee. The 
plaintiffs were owners in fee of a house and premises at Kensington ; and 
= defendants were a i also a of the reversion, of 

joining premises, upon Ww! ey proposed to erect a building, 
which the plaintiffs alleged would interfere with their —* lights. 
Upon this a question of fact arose upon the and evidence. But the 
defendants also alleged that they were entitled to carry up their proposed 
— by virtue of a letter of the 25th of am 1886, the 
plaintiffs’ father, who was then lessee of the pr , to one Knowles, 
the defendant's predecessor in title. In this letter the plaintiffs’ father 
acknowledged that the wall separating his — at Kensington from 
Knowles’s was a party-wall, dividing th —— pro’ ;_ and 
stated that, in consideration of Knowles not req g him to pull down 
the present addition that he had made thereto, without serving the 
necessary party-wall notices, he thereby not to make any 
claim in respect of interference with any ancient lights in his 
reason of Knowles at any time th in the height of su 
— The defendant argued that this = of law must be 

eard by the court before any questions of could be sent to the 
referee (Weed v. Ward, 37 W. R. 406, 40 Oh. D. 555). 

Srreuine, J., while agreeing that (as was held by the Court of Ap 
in Weed v. Ward) hypothetical issues should not be sent to a referee, held 
that he had discretion, under section 14 of the Arbitration Act, to order 


the whole case to be referred to the official referee; but to avoid the | Gray 


danger of his deciding any questions of law, he would be directed by the 
court, under section 19, to state in the form of a special case any such 
questions as might arise in the course of the reference. This would be 
the most speedy and convenient method of determining the various 
questions which might arise in the case.—CounsrL, Hastings, Q O., and 
W. F. Hamilton ; Buckley, Q0., and Job Bradford. Sourcirons, Wild ¢ 


Wild ; H. @, Morris. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


SERRAINO AND SONS v. CAMPBELL AND OTHERS—Ist July. 


Surepinc —Cuartrer-Party— Brit or Lapive—Importma Terms mnto 
Brut or Laprira—Worps “ Esvspem Genzzis,”’ 


Case tried before Huddleston, B., and a special jury. After the fin 
of the jury upon the question of negligence, the —F were 
and the case tried before the learned judge alone. The facts are - 
ciently set out in the judgment. 

Huppieston, B., read the following judgment:—This was an 
action brought * the plaintiffs, indorsees of the bill of lading, and 
owners of goods intrusted to the defendants as owners of the vessel 
John Banfield, for delivery at Trapani, in the island of Sicily 
shipped by Messrs. Fisher, Renwick, & Oo., and lost by reason 
the negligence and want of skill of the officers and men in of the 
ship, near Mazzara, on the coast of Sicily. The vessel stranded at Maz- 
zara, and the plaintiffs’ goods were lost. Witnesses having been called, 
the j ary found that the loss was due to the —— of the master. On 
this finding it was egreed that the jury should be we mage oe that 
the rest of the case should be decided by me alone. The A 
which was in the ordinary form, was described to be by Fisher, Renwi 
& Oo., ‘‘as agents for the charterers.”” It contained in print the usu 
exceptions, ‘* the act of God, the Queen’s enemies, fire, and all and every 
other dangers and accidents of the seas, rivers, and navigation of what 
nature and kind soever during the said voyage,” and in writing at the 
end, ‘‘ Negligence Olause as per Baltic Bill of Lading, 1885." It was 
contended, on the part of tho defendants, that the plaintiffs were parties 
to the charter-party, Fisher, Renwick, & Oo. being their oa, and, 
therefore, that the plaintiffs, as principals, were bound by all the terms 
of the charter-party, but that if they were not actual parties to the 
charter-party as principals, they were so to the bill of » which, 
it was alleged, incorporated the provisions of the ch » 
including the Baltic Bill of Lading Olause, 1885, Besides J 
Renwick, & Oo, describing themselves as agents for the charterers, there 
was no evidence to shew that they were so in fact. The contract between 
them and the plaintiffs was contained in letters and _ telegrams 
the price, and concluded with a letter of the 12th of December, in which 
Fisher, Renwick, & Oo. write, ‘ Referring to exchanged between 
us, we confirmed sale to yourselves of a * large Newcastle atoam 
coals at 194. 6d. per ton o.i.f. Trapani.’ invoice was made out by 
Fisher, Renwick, & Oo., as vendors, to the plaintiffs, as vendees, I was 
clearly of opinion that the contract was one of sale and not of agency, 
think Fisher, Renwick, & Oo, were princi 
that the plalntft wore not partios 
ever, contended that the bill of lading incorporated all the pro’ 
the momen wy and amongst those the Baltic Clause. The bill of 
lading provided that the goods shippod by The John Banfteld by Fisher, 
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bound by it, It ws 
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ejusdem generis to yee ie, Noe. SS ———— 
much — pee Fn. as is to ect-matter of the 
cha and receipt of the cago at the port of and do not in- 


Pain in the House of Lords, the of 
in which has been furnished to though the case itself does not seem to 
have found its way into the sane : 
Russell v. Niemann to be a -decided case. 
says: ‘*I am very ly of o 
bill of » the reference to The chastee-garty Goss — 
tions by those that are put in the case which 
has been referred to, Russell v. Niemann, in which Willes, J., gave judg- 
ment, as if appears to me reference 
the r-party and the conditions being not in accord, that it would 
open te Se poset She er ore of 
ese conditions, but that it would be by 
terpret into it further exceptions, It was said that Lord 
appeared to dissent in the House of Lords, but I do not 
ment. He merely says that it is not necessary to discuss the 
decision of the particular case before them. Mr. French 
v. Carr (19 W. BR. 1173, L. R. 6 Q. B. 522) 
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port, 677) amount to 

such words of reference in the bill are 

Gavel tote the DiS of eee. eS oe then of those are con- 
of lading they may be 


Lowenthal ; Freneh, Q.0., and Joseph Walton, Soxxcrrors, 
Ball; Stocken § Jupp. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 

Bz parte SKEGG, Re SKEGG—C, A. No. 1, 4th July. 
Banxavrr—Drscnarca—Svusransron—" Unnvrs Pasrerence”™ GIVEN To 4 
Creprror—Banxavrrcr Act, 1883, ss. 28, 43. 

A question arose in this case as to the suspension of the discharge of a 
— Section 28 of the Bankru Act, 1883, provides, by sub-seo- 
tion 2, that the court shall, ‘‘on of any of the facts hereinafter men- 
tioned,"’ oither refuse a bankrupt’s discharge or suepend the operation of 
the order for a specified time, or grant an order of discharge subject to 
certain conditions. The “‘ facts mentioned "’ are mentioned in 


unable to they become due from 
of tor, or person in trust for creditor, a view of 
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this writ. On the 24th of January the second and third mortgagees 
served the bankrupt with similar writs. On the 25th of January he took 
theee writs to the solicitors of the Lion Co. and asked them to do what 
was necessary forhim. They entered appearances on his behalf to both 
the writs. Both the Lion Oo. and the third mortgagees obtained judg- 
ment, and issued writs of f. fa. to enforce their judgments. The sh 

seized the bankrupt’s goods under the Lion Oo.’s writ, and on the same 
day, but at a later hour, he seized the goods under the writ of the third 
mortgagees. The receiving order was made on the 6th of March, and an 
adjudication of bankruptcy followed. The proceeds of the sale of the 
a was ultimately paid to the official receiver, so that neither the Lion 

. nor the third mortgagees benefited by their executions. On the 
bankrupt’s applying for his discharge, Mr. Registrar Linklater suspended 
the operation of the discharge for two and a half years, on the ground 
(inter alia) that, by taking the writs issued by the second and mort- 
gagees to the solicitors of the Lion Co., and thus giving them notice of 
those actions, he had given an ‘‘ undue preference’’ to the Lion Co. On 
the appeal it was argued that the ‘‘ undue preference’? mentioned in sub- 
section 3 of section 28 includes only the acts and transactions referred to 
in section 48, and which are set aside by that section, if they are made or 
entered into with the view of preferring a creditor. 

Tux Court (Lord Esuze, M.R., and Livpiey and Bowsn, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that section 48 made certain trans- 
actions absolutely void ; section 28 did not make anything void. It had 
8 different object. Its object was the consideration by the court of the 
conduct of the bankrupt. A great many things were mentioned in section 
28 which could not possibly be made void—for instance, the omission of a 
bankrupt to keep proper books of account, or the continuing of a bank- 
rupt’s trading after knowing himself to be insolvent. Ali the matters 
mentioned in sub-section 3 of section 28 pointed to conduct of the bank- 
rupt for tte purpose of the court’sdealing with him by way of punishment 
—conduct which would induce the court not to grant him a discharge in 
the same way as if he had not been ty of that conduct. In consider- 
ing a msn’s conduct you must consider whether what he had done was 
purely accidental, or whether he had acted deliberately. When a man 
was on the eve of bankruptcy, and must know that he was in that position, 
his only honest course was not to interfere in any way between his 
creditors £0 as to prevent his property being shared by them equally, as it 
would be in a bankruptcy. If he interfered in any way so as to give a 
preference to any one creditor, he was guilty of giving an “ undue pre- 
ference” to that creditor. It was impossible to doubt that the bankrupt 
in this case took the two writs to the solicitors, because they were the 
solicitors of his principal creditors, in order to enable thore creditors to 
levy execution before the others. Such conduct was clearl giving an 
** undue preference ’’ within the meaning of sub-section 3 (f). Luypiey, 
L.J., seid that sub-section 3 (f) of section 28 included everything which 
was included in section 48, but it included more. The objects of the two 
sections were different. The object of section 48 was to make void certain 
transactions in order to prevent the bankrupt’s property from being with- 
drawn from his creditors. The object of section 28 was the consideration 
of the conduct of the bankrupt in order that the court might see whether 

** should be granted to him. His conduct was to be considered, 
: that, if the court should — to — —— —* he ag oe 
unduly preferring” any creditor, it might pun » even thou 
there was no travsaction which could be set — Bowens, L.J., * 
j it to the same effect,—Counszt, Herbert Reed. Souicrrons, Nash, 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Axnvat Report. 

We continue the extracts from the report of the council: ~ 
Settled Land Act Amendment Bill.~The attention of the council 
having been called to the various points in which the Settled Land Acts 
wire amendment, a Bill has been prepared for the , and has 
introduced into the House of Lords by Lord Her and is now 


of that House. In the event of the Bill paesing the House 
. Cozens- ,Q20,MP., has kindly uadestoben to take 
al wi 


fa 


Hl 


Commons. The following are the main pro- 
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if the trustees happened to have capital money in hand, 
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authorized by the settlement to receive capital, and whom the court 
would a tas a matter of course, are constituted trustees within the 
Act. the provisions of the Conveyancing Act of 1881 with regard to 
the appointment of new trustees are made applicable to trustees for the 
purposes of the Settled Land Acts, whether appointed by the court or 
otherwise. Power is also given to grant leases for not exceeding twenty- 
one years at the best rent without notice to the trustees, and to make the 
rent reserved in mining leases vary according to the price of mineralr. 
The provision of the Settled Land Act, 1882, prohibiting the sale or 
leasing of the principal mansion-house on an estate, without the sanction 
of the court or trustees, has given rise to much difficulty, and has been 
contrued to include farmhouses and town houses. It is, therefore, pro- 
vided by the Bill that where a house is usually occupied as a farmhouses, 
or where the site of any house with park and pleasure grounds does not 
exceed 100 acres in extent, the house shall not be deemed a princigal 
mansion-house within the gee of the Act. The restriction thus 
amended is slso extended (as it should be) to an exchange. Power is 
also given for the creation of easements on exchange or partition of lands. 
Tenants for life are also authorized to make any conveyance necessary for 
giving effect to a contract entered into by a predecessor in title, which, if 
made, would be valid against his successors. Except in the case of con- 
tracts for leases or other contracts made under the Act, there is no express 
power fora successor to do this, and a vesting order would be necessary 
where the successor could not himself make the contract. 

Rules under the Lunacy Act, 1890.—The council considered the draft of 
proposed Rules under the Lunacy Act, 1890, and submitted their obser- 

ons for the consideration of the Lord Chancellor. It was urged that 

the rules as now framed would expressly continue (rule 3) the present 
practice in ] , which closely resembles that of the old mastars in Chan- 
cery, and is cum me and productive of much delay. It was suggested 
that the present is a convenient opportunity of assimilating this practice to 
that of the Chancery Division—in particular by giving the masters authority 
to make such orders as, in similar cases, are now made by the Chancery 
chief clerks. At present almost all orders in lunacy are made upon a certifi- 
cate of the master. The certificate might safely be dispensed with in, prac- 
tically, every case except that which is expressly provided for by rule 25 as to 
inquiries after inquisition found. The existing power to appoint an 
interim committee of the estate and person (Lunacy Orders, 1883, x. 35) 
was not repeated in the draft rules. The council were of opinion that 
such a power might often be of great value in affording protection to the 
estate or person of a lunatic. The council unders' that the existing 
rule was based on the recommendation of the committee (of which the late 
Master of the Rolls was chairman) which was appointed by the Lord 
Chancellor to make inquiries as to the practice in lunacy in the year 1882, 
and they could not see why it should now be omitted. 


Taxation of Costs (Rules of the Supreme Court, May, 1889).—In their last 
annual re the council called attention to the new rules of court 
dealing the taxation of solicitors’ costs as against a fund in court or 
a company in *— issued in May, 1889, and laid on the table of 
both Houses of Parliament without any previous communication with the 
profession. The rules, as issued, practically made the taxing master the 
only authority in all matters within their scope, and from his decision no 
appeal would have been possible. It would have been competent for a 
taxing master to declare that no attendance before him was necessary, 
and, without examining details or considering difficult points, to allow a 
gross sum for the Bill, without giving any reasons for his decision, from 
which there was no appeal. A representative eerie of solicitors was 
held, and a small executive committee was appointed, by whom a detailed 
report was prepared, which was forwarded to the Lord Ohancellor, with a 
request that he would receive a deputation. This his lordship was good 
enough to do on May 27, and, although the number of the deputation 
was limited to twelve, every law society throughout the kingdom con- 
curred in the action taken, and most of them * u ——— to 
the ——— At the interview w e Lor ancellor, 
the — stated in detail the objections to the new rules, and urged 
the justice and expediency of solicitors being consulted before any new 
rules, — any which affected their remuneration, were 

mulgated. His lordship promised that the rules would be considered 

in connection with the report of the committee with as little delay as 
possible. On the 28th of June the president was able to report to the 
council that new rules had been laid before both Houses of Parliament, 
annulling the rules of May, 1889, and giving effect to some though not 
to all the recommendations of the council. Under the altered rules, an 
appeal is in all cases given from the decision of the taxing master, though 
as regards the taxation as against a fund, or a company in liquidation, 
the penalty of loss of the costs of taxation will still apply in cases in 
which one-sixth of the professional cha aint, as in a taxation against 
a client, of the total of costes) is tunel a The attention of the Lord 
Chancellor was called to this serious objection, but for the present no 
further amendment has been obtained. 
Audience in County Courts. —The attention of the council was drawn to 
the fact that, notwithstanding the terms of section 72 of the County 
Courts Act, which gives the right of audience in county courts to solicitors 
clerks who are themselves duly _ solicitors, some of the ¢ounty court 
judges refused to hear them. The council expressed their willingness to 
defray the of obtaining a judicial decision upon the point, and 
took steps to have their views on the matter conveyed to the judges in 
question. No further complaints have reached the council. 

Business in ths Ohancery Division. —At the special general meeting of the 
soclety, held on the 3let of January, 1890, a resolution was passed ap- 
pointing « commie, consisting of seven members of the council and ten 
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business in the Ohancery Division. The committee have met several 
times, and are engaged in collecting information on various points, and 
the Sots therefore, postpone submitting any report to the general 
meeting. 

Trusts ard Trust Companies.—The council have considered the Public 
Trustee Bill and the Trust Companies Bill, which have been agsin intro- 
duced into Parliament this year, and they see no reason to depart from 
the opinion they expressed last year on the general policy of the Public 
Trustee Bill, to the effect that its result would be the establishment of a 
large central office for the administration} and execution under public 
officials of private estates and private trusts, which would add consider- 
ably to the expenses of trusts, and surround their administration with the 
routine and delays inseparably connected with a Government office. The 
council repeat the doubt which they expressed last year—viz., whether, 
having regard to the Trustee Act, 1888, and the Trust Funds Investment 
Act, 1889, a Bill for the appointment of a public trustee or for establish- 
ing trust companies is really required. But in case the Bills, or either of 
them, should become law, the council made numerous suggestions for 
their amendment, many of which have been adopted. In particular, in 
the Bills of last session, no adequate provision was made for retaining the 
assistance of the solicitors previously employed in connection with a 
trust, but the council have secured the insertion of a suitable clause for 
the epee in both Bills now before Parliament. These Bills provide 
for the public trustee and trust companies being paid for their services as 
trustee. A leading provincial law society has recently expressed the 
opinion that trustees should, as a rule, be at liberty to charge for their 
services, and the council have this question under their consideration. 
The recent decisions Re Roberts (43 Uh. D. 52), and Re Wallis (W.N., 
1890, p. 89) that a mortgagee cannot charge his mortgagor for pro- 
feesional services rendered by himself in preparing the security or in 
realizing it, render the consideration of this question more necessary. 

Companies’ (Winding-up) Bill, 1890.—The council considered this Bill, 
which, as originally drawn, was open to grave objection. The views of 
the council were communicated to the law officers of the Crown and to 
the Grand Committee on Trade, and amendments were prepared and 
placed in the hands of the Right Hon. H. H. Fowler. Of these amend- 
ments several were adopted. There remain, however, some further 
important amendments which Mr. Fowler bas given notice of his inten- 
tion to move when the Bill comes up for consideration on report. 

Justices’ Clerks conducting Prosecutions.—It being understood that a Bill 
would be introduced this session reJating to the conduct of prosecutions 
by juetices’ clerks, the council appointed a committee to report upon the 
matter. In the meantime, the council, haviug been iaformed that it was 
proposed to make the consent of the committing magistrates a condition 
precedent to the employment of their clerks in conducting prosecutions, 
passed a resolution that they saw no objection to that pro » and 
communicated it to the Attorney-General. The committee made a report, 
but, before adopting it, the council wished to have the views of the 
Provincial Law Societies, and a circular was accordingly addressed to 
each, and their opinions were asked (1) upon the point above mentioned ; 
(2) as to the desirability or otherwise of the proposal contained in a Bill 
introduced in the session of 1385, which had for its object the extension 
to county justices’ clerks of the disqualification which already exists in 
boroughs; (3) as to whether any cases had arisen in which clerks of 
— had been by themselves or partners engaged in proceedings 

fore such justices. With regard to the second question, the council 
said that it ought to be considered with due regard to the necessity for 
insuring the proper conduct of prosecutions throughout the country, 
includin — districts, on which point reference was made to the fifth 
and final report of the Judicature Commissioners on Public Prosecutors. 
The council considered the practice referred to in fhe third question was 
obviously objectionable, and one which might be or ores by 
the justices, and they asked whether it was necessary or ble to pro- 
hibit such a practice by legislative enactment. Replies have 
received from twenty-two societies, which indicate that on the main 
question (the second) great difference of opinion prevails. The council 
have therefore not thought it expedient to take any further action pending 
the — of the Bill, which, it is now announced, will not be this 
session. 

Land Transfer Bill.—In view of tho expected reintroduction of this 
proposed measure, the council thought it desirable to review the objections 
they had raised, on the part of the public and the profession, to the Bill 
as withdrawn from the House of Lords last year. Oonferences between 
the council and representatives of the Provincial Law Societies, and of 
solicitors practising in London and the neighbourhood, have been held in 
the society’s hall, the president on each occarion being in the chair and 
conducting the proceedings. At these meetings it was determined that 
no should be spared 8 brioging to the notice of the leading members 
of both Houses of Parliament the objections alluded to above, viz: —(L) 
The compulsory character of the Bill. (2) Its skeleton form, the measure 
having tobe completedand worked by rulestobe issued by the Lord Ohancel- 
lor, on his sole authority, (3) The creation of a systom extending over the 
whole of England and Wales, with an army of officials to carry it into 
execution, for none of whom is avy special qualification presoribed. All the 
influential Provincial Law Societies, and a large number of individual 
members of the society, actively assisted the council in ing this in- 
tention into effeot, and the thanks of the profession are due to them 
for the time and Jabour which they gave up to this object. No Bull has 
as yot been introduced into Parliament in the present session. 

acy and Succession Duty.—In their last report the council drow atten- 
tion to the fact that under the 2lst eeotion of the Inland Revenue Act, 
1888, in the case of a will in the very common form which die ots the con: 
version of the tostator’s roviduary real and personal ostate avd the poy · 
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circumstan: e council submitted a case to Sir Horace Davey 
and Mr. Howard Elphinstone to advise, baving regard to the case 
of Reg. v. Holt, whether charges under section 257 of the Public 
Health Act required registration, and whether a fresh test case was 
expedient ; and also whether statutory charges not amounting to rent 
charges would affect a purchaser without notice, and whether ne - 
lation was desirable. opinion was as follows :—“‘ We are of 
that charges made under section 257 of the Public Health Act, 
uire registration under the Lend Charges Act, 1888, in order 
d against a purchaser for value of the land charged there 
that it is expedient to bring the decision in Reg. v. Holt before the 
of Appeal by a fresh test case. The question whether a statutory 
on land effects a purchaser for value does not, in our opinion, 
upon notice. We do not consider that new legislation is 
point decided in Reg. v. Holt.” The result was that a communi 
subsequently received from the Municipal 
suggesting that municipal authorities should keep local 
on land amounting to £5 and upwards not 
Land Charges Act, 1888, and that otherwise such charges should 
a purchaser, aud that the local authority should 
official searches, and the association were to procure for that 
ineertion of clauses into the Public Health Amendment Bill of 


session. 
(To be continued.) 


GLOUCESTERSHIRE AND WILTSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 

The annual meeting of this society was held at Swindon on the ed 
inst., Mr. Ronsrt Ex.err (Cirencester), the president of the society, pre- 
sided, avd amongst the members present were—Messrs. H. Kinneir, 
W. H. Kinneir, Townsend, and Tombs —— Same E. M. Awdry, 


P. D. A , and R. B. Wood , E. 

E Daane, ade 2, — 

cester), W. S. Jones and Forrester (Malmesba ), Warman J. 

Wintle and D. J. hese ey ) A. E. Smith (Nailsworta), and 

A. H. Chanter (Wotton-under- . 
The report a the committee was adopted on the motion of a ig 0 


dent, who congratulated the members upon the non-introduction 
Land Transfer Bill in the present sestion ; a result which he attributed in 
a great measure to the steps taken She Guat, of tie Raemeeoens 
Law Society and the provincial law to enlighten the as to 
the ——— oharaoter _~ scheme of registration the Lard 
Chancellor's roposed to establish. 

Grants to the —— of £85 were made to the families of deoaced 
solicitors in the district * 

Mr. Ellett was re-elected president, Mr. James B. Wiaterbotham 
(Cheltenham) was elected vice-president, and the committee was 

te 


ap d. 
be members afterwards took an interesting excursion to Bowood and 
Lacock Abbey, and subsequently dined together at Chippenham. 


— — 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 
Members.—The t number of members is 106. 

Land Transfer it —In consequence of the intimation which was given 
in the Queen's Speech that the Land Transfer re-introduced 
in the mt sessi general meeting of the was held at 
Gloucester on the 5th of March ast, and resolutions pledging the 
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to co-operate with the Council of the Incorporated Law Soci 
with the Associated Provincial Law Societies, ian organized oppoa 
the objectionable features of the p measure, particularly 
ee character, its incomplete form (im t details being 
operation of rules to be issued by the Lord Chancellor), and the 
of officialism and patronsge which would be created. Mr. 
attended as a representative of this society at a special meet- 
Associated Provincial Law Societies on the 6th of March, and 
. E. Northam Witchell attended as representatives at a con- 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society on the 7th of 
these meetings all necessary arrangements were made for 
foot an active o; tion in every parliamentary division 
the country immediately upon the introduction of the Bill. 
of these arrangements your committee caused communica- 
to ents in each of the following parlia- 
divisions by way of preparation for more active measures in due 
Gloucestershire.—Cheltenham, Cirencester, Forest of Dean, 
Gloucester, Stroud, Tewkesbury, and Thornbury. Wiltshire.—Chippen- 
Cricklade, Devizes, Salisbury, Westbury, and Wilton. It has, not, 
however, been necessary to proceed farther, as the Bill has not at present 


been introd 
Bill, 1890.—This Bill appeared to the committee to be 


EE 


<gntg 
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The Bankru; 


open to grave objection as tending to increase the officialism which now 
is so conspicuous in bankruptcy business, and also to further discourage 
private arrangements and compositions, to the undoubted prejudice of 
the and also because of the unduly stringent provisions affecting 
of the bankrupt, and the extension of the rule as to the re- 
lation back of the title of a trustee, and of the doctrine of fraudulent 
preference. Your committee, have, therefore, concurred with the Associ- 
ated Provincial Societies in urging the amendment of the Bill in these 


F 


Remuneration of Private Trustees —The Manchester Law Association 
addressed a communication to this society and to the other provincial 
law societies in support of a proposal to seek legislative provision for the 
remuneration of private trustees. It appeared to your committee to be 
very doubtful whether such legislation would be beneficial to the 

especially to the majority of solicitors in the country, or to the 

public, and they further thought the consideration of the proposal 
until a ecale of remuneration has been framed. 

views were expressed by the re ntatives of this and other 
societies at a meeting of the provincial law societies on the 14th of May, 
the matter stood over. 


5 


Justices’ Clerks conducting Prosecutions —A communication has been 
received from the Council of the Incorporated Law Society inviting an 
expression of on the following questions:—{1) Whether there 
would be any objection to make the consent of the committing magistrates 
8 condition of the employment of county justices’ clerks as solicitors for 
the on a trial at the assizes or quarter sessions. (2) As to 

of extending to county justices’ clerks the disqualification 


themselves or their partners engaged as solicitors 
for parties in proceedings before such justices. As to the first question 
the committee answered that they saw no objection to the proposal ; 
to the second that they did not consider the proposal necessary or 
expedient; and to the third that they were not aware of such cases, and 

unnecessary, but would not object to it. In answering 
the second question the committee felt that it was necessary to take into 
consideration the importance of insuring the conduct of prosecu- 


Winding-up Bill, 1890.—This Bill proposes to apply the 
machinery of the Bankruptcy Act, with its marked tendency te official. 
iem, to the winding = of fate tots companies, and amendments 

Law Society, with the 
object of protecting the interests of the ES 8 and avoiding 

up, were supported by 
in favour of such amendments 


liament. 
President.—In July, 1889, Mr. Kilett was elected an ordinary member 
of the Incorporated Law Society, and he thereupon placed 
resignation of the office of president of this society in the hands of 
committee. They, however, requested him to continue in office until 





4 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 
The usual monthly mecting of the board of directors of this association 


was held at the Law Institution, Onancery-lane London, on Wednesday, 
the 9h inst., Mr. Smith in the chair. ‘Ibe other directors pre- 
sent were—Mesers. W. 


. Brook, G. B. Gr Edwin Hedger, J. H. 
Kays, Henry Roscoe, R. W. Tweedie, F. T. Woolbert, and J aT 
(secretary). Aum of £425 was distributed —_ of relief, 89 new 
members were admitted to the association, and general business was 


ot 


LAW ASSOCIATION, 
At a meeting of the directors held at the hall of the Incorporated 
on Thursday, the 10th inst.—the following bein ae 
4 & pr ’ 
Smith, (chairman), Mesers. Cronin, Desborough, Finch, 


Toovey, and Arthur Carpen ter etary )— 
£15 was made to the widow of s non-member, tad the — 


business was transacted. ° 


1890 :— 


Airey, Alexander Stockdale 
Allan, Walter Beattie 
Allen, Frederick George 
Allinson, Charles Joseph 
Baddeley, Edward Lawrence 


Bartleet, Arthur 
LL.B. 
Bathurst, Allen 
Bennett, George Locking, 3.4. 
Biddlecombe, Ernest Lloyd, B.A 
Birkett, John Stanwell, B.A. 

—* William 7. 
en, George Rupe 
— Albert Victor 
Bramley, Edward, M.A. 
Brian, Cadwallader 


Brooks, Arthur Douglas, 
Brown, Frederic Hills 
Brown, James Mellor 
Brown, William Henry Trotter 
Bunting, John Emanuel 
Butler, Wilson, B.A. 
Callender, George Dayrell 
Canning, William Davis 
Chamberlin, Arthur William 
Chambers, Edward Percy 
Chilman, John William 
Cobbold, Christian Ohevallier 
Cockburn, John Henry 
Creed, George John 
Crossfield, Henry Atherton 
Curtler, William Henry Ricketts 
Dales, Jobn 
Debenham, Alfred Edward 
Dowse, George James 
Dann, William, B.A., LL.B. 
Edwards, Henry Oharles 
Everington, William Arnold 
Evershed, Edward, B.A. 
Evershed, Frank, B.A. 
Fawcett, Alfred Stanley 
Ford, Hugh Rawlinson, B.A. 
Fox, Alfred Francis, B.A. 
Franklin, Abraham Henry, B.A. 
Frere, Laurie, B.A. 
Gee, Hubert Spencer 
Geipel, Sidney 
Greaves, John William 
Griffith, George Marshall, B.A. 
Hacking, Alfred Joseph, B.A. 
Harbottle, John Hume 
Harrison, Ernest William 
Hart, William Edward 
Hatton, Arthur Gerald 
Haworth, Charles Joseph 
Hewitt, John, B.A. 
Hodgson, Obarles William Allen 
Holder, Arthur Charles 
Hook, George 
Hopgood, Harold Burn, B.A. 
Houseman, Henry de Lancey 
ae, hem cg 

rwin, Henry Dillon 
Jones, Francis Thomas, B.A. 
Jones, Frederick — B.A. 
Jones, Henry Maxwell, A. 
Jones, John Harry 
Kerr, Robert Charles 
Lempriere, John Locke 
Loft, Alfred Dale Capel 
Lott, Percy John Martin 


1890 :—~ 


Adams, Herbert Edward 
Allen, William Edward Romilly 





, Charles James, B.A. 


George 
Brodhurst, Maynard — * B.A. 


Luard, Gerard Maurice Charles, B.A. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 19th of June, 


MacMahon, Patrick Maurice 
Macnaghten, Frederic Fergus, B.A. 
Mandy, William Harold, B.A. 
Martin, Frank Reece 

Martineau, Gerald, LL B. 


Bainton, Henry William Eddison Maxwell, James Graham, B.A. 
leet, Middlemore, B.A., Michell, Robert Treneer, B.A. 


Millican, Ernest 


Morgan, Richard Felix 

Murton, Charles Duncan, B.A. 
Nicklin, Herbert John 

Norris, George Goodwin 

North, Edward Roundell Whipp 


O’Oonnor, Mark 

Ommanney, Francis Frederick 
Page, Arthur William 

Parker, Frank 


Peachey, Oharles Bernard 
Pearce, Ernest Johnson 
Pearson, Alexander 

Pearson, John Dawson 
Penlington, Edmund Tom, B.A. 
Pethybridge, William Hampton 
Petman, Richard John 

Pickles, John 

Polhill, Sydney Gilbert 
Postlethwaite, George Burrow, B.A. 
Potts, George, B.A. 

Pryor, Oyril Herbert 
Pye-Smith, Edward Wilfred 
Rawlins, Northwood 

Reuss, John Leonard 

Richards, Thomas 


⸗ 
Roberts, Robert Lynford Oaryl 
Robins, William Henry 
Roche, Maurice 
Rollinson, Ernest Mark 
St. Leger, Hugh 
Sandford, Arthur 
Scott, Alfred 
Scott, John Parker 
Shapiand, Arden Francis Terrell 
Simpson, Herbert 
—— “Arthar Edmund Olt 
8 ur mun ver, 
B 


Senith’ Hany Partrid 
mith, 
Smith, John Hepw 
Smith, William McKenzie 
Spokes, Frederick William 
Stern, Frederick Augustus Simpson 
Stilgoe, Wilfred Hamilton 
Strover, John Bakewell 
Sword, Alexander Bruce Dennistoun 
Thomson, Oswald Dykes 
Tomlinson, William 
Tootell, Frederick Joseph 
Tunbridge, Norley 
Voss, Howell Walters 
Vulliamy, Frederick Arthur 
wa ane more 

D er 
Wood, George Frederick Joseph 
Wood, James Fawcett 
————— oF ma Alfred 
Woolmer, ley Worthington 
Wylie, John ° 
Young, Arthur Dickson Waring 





Fovat Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the Tith and 18th of June, 


Andrews, David Palmer 
Anning, edward Herbert 
Anthony, James Emerson 
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erley, Richard Topping Beverley Hargrove, Sidney Harold, B.A. Stileman, Herbert Ives Ward, Nelson, B.A. 

— Cee J eo Fearnside Harries, Thomas Edward 8 , Arthur W William John 

Ayre, Fearnley Fewson Harris, Frederick William, B.A. Stokes, Adrian Beatson Wi 4 

Bagshaw, John Edward Burton Harrison, Edward Strouts, Harry Frederick Waterman, John 

Bailey, George William Haworth, John Surtees, Aubone Alfred, B.A. Watkins, Horatio 

Bailey, Thomas Holden Higgs, Edwin Tangye, Arthur Llewellyn Webb, John 

Baker, inald Henry Thurlow er, Walpole Taylor, * Fleetwood 

Baldwin, Hartley Hingston, ald Terry, John Frederick Hughes White, Alfred 

Ballantine, James Holbrook, W: John Terry, Thomas Henry White, Joseph John Fisher, B.A. 

Barker, Valentine Holcombe, Francis Dyke Thomas, George 

Bartlett, Arthur Henry, B.A. Holmes, John Edward Thomas, Molyneux Frederick Willey, Arthur W: 

Bartley, Richard Edward Hough, Kighley John Thompson, Robert Gascoigne Williams, 

Beckwith, Robert William Howell, Ernest Albert Snelling Thompson, Walter Williams, Ernest George Scott 

Bell, John Lawrence carer —_— —— — — Bunting Williams, John Lloyd Vaughan 

nnett, Norman ugonin, , B. vers, 

eae Charles Hussey, es e Trethowan, William James Wilson, William Mortimer, B.A. 

Benwell, Charles Marchant Hutchinson, Elliott St. Maurice er, Wimbush, John Bourchier 

Bernstone, Henry Ingledew, Hugh Murray, B.A. Verey, James Gwynne Wingfield, George Arthur 

Binns, Percy Noel Instone, Stanley Vicars, Matthew John — B. Withers, John James, B.A. 

Binyon, John Frederick, B.A. Iveson, Arthur Percival, B.A. Wainwright, Ernest Harold, B.A. Withy, Arthur Edward, B.A. 

Blades, Henry Dawson Jones, Daniel LL.M. Wood, Arthur 

Blagg, Ernest William Holcomb Jones, Edward Henry Walker, James Herbert Wood,{Herbert ye * 

Blake, Herbert Frederick, B.A. Jones, John Evan Wallett, Ruesell Gladstone Woodward, John ur Toye 

Blunt, Graham Joseph, Walter John Walton, Herbert Wright, Jesse 

Boulting, Eustace George Keele, Edward Yorke 

Bowley, Francis Bulmer Lyon Kirtlan, Thomas Edward Varley 

———— — Dalton — John a 3 Hl 

Brewis, George son owles, Francis Gord 

Brighouse, Alexander Davidson, B.A. Ladyman, Sa —— LEGAL NEWS. 

Bromley, Rupert Fitzro on, * 

— ———— M.A, Leach, William Henry Felix APPOINTMENTS. 

Brown, John Edward Levy, Henry Frederick Mr. Atzxanper Buans Suanp, Lord Sxanp, a jadge of the Court of 
Session Scotland, who has been a f the Privy 


Lightfoot, George Augustus 
Lishman, William Hugh 
Livesey, Alfred John 

Lloyd, Edward Stanley 
Lloyd, Evelyn Oharles 


Brown, John Williamson 
Budden, James Pearce 
Bulbeck, William Henry 
este — Pelham 
urton, William Henry 
Candler, Edward Wagstaffe, B. a. Lloyd-Jones, Charles Tilsley 
Carn, William George Mackarness, Arthur John Ooleridge, 
Oarver, Frank, B.A. B.A. 
Oeely, Alexander Robert Arthur © Margrave, Robert 
Challinor, Reginald Marpole, David Williams 


Chapman, Walter Charles Stephen. Marston, Edmund Richard 
_ B.A. — Mason, Robert Farrer 


Chilcott, Hugh Thurston Mason, William Edmondson 
Clark, —— William Mathison, William Henry 
Clowes, Robert Eller May, James 


Collingwood, William Geo Meager, Trevor Oswald 
Collins, Henry John n° Mellor, Godfrey William Paget, B.A. 


ry 
Coode, William Melville, B A. Moran, Frederick William Grace 


Costerton, Percival Sydney Morgan, Ernest Oharles 
Cox, Oswald Murray, William Char'es, B.A, 


Crimp, Harris Norman N —_ Charles 

Crookes, Walter Scott Nuttall, Frank Dalley 
Dihne, Ernest Martin Clason O’Donoghue, Thomes Good 
Darling, Henry Parker, Charles Rowland 


Davies, John Howard Phillips, William David 
es’ Robert On Pinder, John Robert 


Davies, Robert Owen 
Dixon, Robert Piper, Frederick 
Dobbs, Thomas George Plan Edward Ashley 


Doria, Francesco Plaskitt, William Levers, M.A., 
Drinkwater, George Frederick LL.B. 
Du Bois, Frederick Platt, Winfrid Alured Comyn 
Duncan, Andrew Jameson Matthews, Plunkett, William Alfred 

B.A. Prance, Miles Herbert 
Duncombe, Albert William Vander. Pratt, Alfred Ernest 

horst, B.A. Preston, Hermann Leigh Newbery 
Eaton, James Stuart Price, Herbert John Emlyn 
Edwards, John Bruen Pritchard, Godfrey, B.A. 
Edwards, William Henry Quincey, Bertram de Quince: 
Ellis, Biram Ramsden, Arthur Hildebran 
Evans, Laming Worthington Rankin, Arthur Joseph Burder 
Fairer, Edwin John Rees, beg sey Aneuryn 
Fow, Robert Ernald Remnant, Percy Waterland 

Richards, Thomas James 


Firth, Herbert Allan 

Fisher, Lionel George 

Fletcher, Arthur Monk Roberts, Robert Arthur 

Forbes, James Ochoncar Rogers, Alexander Elliott 

Gilman, Francis Rumboll, Oharles Alfred 
Sanderson, John Tunstall 

Sauley, Alfred Harrison 


Gladstone, * aes 
Gooden Fred 
ough, erick Oraufurd Schierwater, Frederico Amandus 


Goold, Jobn Heyden 


Gore, Arthur Henry Nichols Scholes, Robert 
Greene, John Wollaston Searby, Frank 
Grieveson, James Edward Seedhouse, Thomas Herbort 


Grover, Harold Sheppard Mills Short, Frederick 

Grundtvig, Herbert Theodore, B.A, Slater, Oharles William 

Gunstone, Arthur Broomer Smith, Henry Valentine 

Hall, James William Smith, James Edward 

Hands, John Joshua Stanfield, Arthur John Charles, B, A. 

Hannay, George Pilling Stephenson, Thomas Walter Bernard 
0, B.A, 


arg, Geng Valin, 2a, Slr Bey er 





from 1862 till 1869, and Sheriff of 
from 1869 till 1872, when he was appoin 
Session. 

Mr. Joss n Broaton, solicitor (of the firm of Broatch & Gandy), of Pen- 
rith and Keswick, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 

Mr. Mortmsr Davip Prorzrz, solicitor, of St. Davids and Haverford- 
west, has Deen appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Basrt Annotp Dysr, solicitor, of Bath, has been elected Coroner 
for that city. Mr. Dyer was admitted a solicitor in 1877. 

Mr. Harotp ALzzrt Wiese, solicitor, of Oldham, has been elected Town 
Clerk of the borough of Kingston-on- on the of Mr. 
Walter Meacock Wilkinson. Mr. Wiuser was admitted a in 1881. 
He has been for several years assistant town clerk of Oldham. 


Mr. Bzavumont Suzpuzard, solicitor (of the firm of Sh 31 and 
32, Finsbury-circus, E.0., and Bhephoands & 
Kensington, W.), has been Senior U: 
London for the year 1890-91 by William Farmer, ay et er tery Park, 
Sunningdale, and 48, Aldermanbury, E.C., Senior 
said city. Mr. B. Shepheard served the office of under-sheriff in the 
year 1882-83 to Mr. Alderman Savory, who was then sheriff, and is now 
next in rotation for Lord Mayor. 
[The statement made last week that Mr. A. J. Shepheard had been 
appointed Under-Sheriff was incorrect. } 
Mr. S. Gisstne Sxetrow, solicitor, of 29, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, 
3 NY Wembly, near Harrow, has been appointed a Oommissioner for 
a’ . 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP, 
Drssoivrrons. 
Jouxn Witron Faw and Moras Narraur Foruse, solicitors (Few & 
Fuller), 79, Borough High-street, Southwark. June 24. 
Cuantrs Octravivs Honrxrsys, W Haaprner Hewrxarrs, and 


TLLIAM 
James Francrs Kersnaw, solicitors (0. O. H & Giltspar- 
chambers, Holborn-viaduct, London, and No. TP, Rue Montaltves, Paris, 


June 30. 
Auexanpar Grant Josern Jackson, and Josern Teoantawarre 
Jackson, solicitors (Meek, Jackson, & Ji Devizes. So far as 
said Alexander Grant Meek. June 30. The business will in 


regards the 
future be carried on by Joseph Jackson and Joseph Thornthwaite Jack- 
son under the same atyle as heretofore, 

Samvrt Rownes Parrrsox, Carn Wree, and Wirt Krvo, solicitors 
(Pattison, Wigg, & King), 11, Queen Victoria-atreet, London. June 30, 
wane i er oo Wurtr 8 a anes Wrurra, solicitors mS 

erthyr Tydfil. June Thomas Lewis 
" geet [Ganette, Duly 4. 





continue to practise on his own account 
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Joun Epuunp Jonzs and Tuomas Prercy, solicitors (Jones & Piercy), 
York and Leeds. June 30. The said John Edmund Jones will continue 
to Piercy will on the et mata at York on his own account, and the said Thomes 

ue to carry on the practice at Leeds on his own account, 
(Gazette, July 8. 


GENERAL. 


The House of Lords’ Standing Committee on Law, presided over by 
Lord Herschell, on Tuesday considered the Settled Land Bill, which has 
been introduced to amend the Settled Land Acts of 1882 and 1889. The 
chairmen moved a new clause enabling a — rg ros = a gant — 
—— purposes, to reserve a rent-charge ee simple e 
d that in many parts of the country land could not be sold for 

jing purposes becaure builders had not the money to buy, and the 

would remove that difficulty by enabling land to be sold 

an appuity instead of for a sum down. The Earl of Selborne 

supported the clause, which was agreed to. The Bill was afterwards 
ordered to be reported. 

The letter has been forwarded to the Benchers of Lincoln’s- 
inn, on behalf of the Society of Antiquaries, by the president of the 

:—“* Society of Antiquaries of London, Burlington House, Picca- 

dilly, W., July 2, 1890. To the Benchers of the Honourable Society of 
Lincoln’s-inn. My Lords and Gentlemen,—In December, 1885, at a 
meeting of the Society of Antiquaries of London, I was authorized by a 
unsnimous vote of the society to sign a memorial ‘praying you to counter- 
mand the threatened destruction of the gatehouse court of Lincoln’s-inn 
with the chapel, hall, and the interesting chambers known as No. 24, where 
once Jived Secretary Thurlow. Since that time the buildings have been pre- 
served, but it now appears they are again in danger of destruction. From an 
ent survey of — architects, I have reason to believe that 
condition of the buildings has been much exaggerated, 

a that, by a com tively small map on judicious repairs, the 
may be in such a condition that thoy will last for many 

my come. I therefore again venture to address you in the 

name of this society, and to intercede on their behalf for the preservation 


of these in memorials of a past age, the destruction of which 
—— be as deeply tted as it is apparently needless. I have the 
honour to be, my lords and gentlemen, your obedient servant, Joun 


Evans, Pretident of the Bocic ty of Antiquaries of London.” 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICA1URE, 
Rora C¥ REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCR ON 


— Count eae” + J — Ms Justice 
No. 2. ° 
14 Mr.Pemberton Mr. pa Mr. Jackson 
ard Lavie Clowes 
Pemberton Carrington Jackson 
Lavie Clowes 
Pemberton Carrington Jackson 
Lavie Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Nonru. 6 CH. 
Mr. Leach Mr, Farmer Mr. ee 
Leach — — 
Godfrey ug. 
Leach Farmer Beal 
Godfrey Rolt Pugh 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, July 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 

LIMITED Im CHANCERY. 

CEREO DE Pasco —22 Go Frerps, Limirep—Creditors are requ‘~ed, on 
<¥ before Oct 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particu'ars of their 
debts or claims. to John Henry Augustus Smith, 64, Austinfriars 

Evsexa — Co. LimiTeD—Petn for winding up, preented July 2, 
—_-s to be heard before eens J, on Saturday, July 12 Paine & Co, solors 


— UPPLY ASSOCIATION, LimiTED—Oreditors are re- 
"quired, on or he or before e July * to send their names and addrerse-, and the par- 
or claims, to Edward Hobbs, 11, Old Jewry chmbre 


——— ae Ef NF for hearing and udicat upon the 
said dobes debts and cisimns — 

Tux Lay Iuprovep Marine Prosectritz Co, Liurren—Creditors ave . poquinod 
on or before 3, to send their names , and icu'ars of 


addresses. 
debts or to Mr William D3 Dyson Perrins, Grecian chm * Warned 


i 


Mvsic Hatt Co, Liurren—Petn for wind » presented July 1, 
directed to be heard before North, J, on Satarday, Fr 3 Gover, Queen 06, 
Cheapside, solor for petner 


FRIENDLY SOOIETY. 
s Svusranpen ror Turzez Moxrus 
‘AL Baronets National In: t Order of Odd Fellows ll 
ioe, oy dependen , Be 
London Gasette.—Touuspvay, July 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Lamrren 1s 
Honsz 6nox Srenicare, Li a a 
8, directed to be before North, J 
st, agents tor 


2 for winding UD, I presented 
on Pilgrim 
‘ateon & Co, Sheftield, solors tor petners 


Phillips, 


ConDAL WATER Co, LumiTED—By an order made 
‘was ordered that the company be wound up Ward & Uo, Nicholas lane, solors 


Liurtep—Petn for winding up, presented July 4, directed to b 
heard botore Stirling, J, on Saturday, July 19 Ranger a Os, Fenchureh st, 
solors for petner 
AST RrpmG OLUB AND RACECOURSE Oo, Luurrep—Kay, J, has ~ a July 18, at 
12, at his —— Mer SS em ointment of of an offi li uidato: 

TED— 


py Stirling, J. » dated June 28, it 


their names and ad addresses, an Mr 

Henry Godfrey, 22, Queen st —— 5, a 12, * appointod for hearing 

and adjudicating upon —— Lng 
Moss Bay ‘Heaters 13 Iron 

or before Aug 2, So gona their na po ee 


dresses 
bts or claims, to Barcla and ad Middlesborough on Tees Saturdsy, 
— appointed for g and adjudicating upon the debts aud 


Press SYNDICATE, Li1MITED—By an order made by Horth, J J, dated June 14, it was 
ordered that the syndicate be wound up Rose-Innes & Oo, Billiter sq bldgs, 


solors for petner 
—— — Luwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before A 5, 
d their p d addresses, and the particulars of their debts or ps hg 
F Walter H Short, ' 3, 1, Wool Exchange, Coleman st 
TRAFALGAR Co, Litrep—Petn tor wings UP, resented July 4, Givected | to ba 
heard before Chitty, J, on ——— illiams & Co, Vestry House, 
ED —Petn for winding Up, . present 34 


Laurence Pountney ——— selors for han tg 
Waly oesiod tobe heard before Een, 3, o8 DaKy To Slsuseioe eM 
yi; ec! ‘ore uly 1 
ustinfriars, solors for petner —* “ * 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
— NORTHUMBERLAND, AND DURHAM PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING 
cIsTY—Petn for winding up, > Seanad July 5, directed. to be heard before 
Obitts, J, on July 19 omnes & Uo, Fenchurch st, agents for Ridley, Newcastle 
upon Tyne, solor for petner 
CoUNTY PALATINE OF LANOASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
STANDARD BANK OF MANCHESTER, LImITED—By an order made by Bristowe, V0, 
dated June 26, ity was ordered that the bank Bs wound up Storer & Co, Man- 
chester, solors for petner 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF CLAM. 

London Gazette.—FRIDAY,.June 27, 


CaIRNns, ARTHUR Lumley. Cond 1, Queen st, —— July 24. Oooper v Daniell, 
F Chitty. J. Lame nduit — Bond | st “ 4 Chive, 2 
FSIFFER, EMILY, W: e . Lamond v Rocca, Chi . 
Rance, Hesmen Gent em * Capenhurst v Reece, N J 
EECE, ERT, mhurst v Reece, North, J. 
Morgan & Scott, Cardiff ” 


London Gazette.—TuESDAY, July 1. 
Bann, E Leicester, Draper. July 31, Baker v Baker, Kay,J. Harris, 
cester 
BENNETT, JOsBPH, Sandy, Rottest. Coach Proprietor. July 19. Olarke v Ben- 
— Kay, J. Smith, San 3 
N, ROBERT, Haymarket, — Irꝰy 2%. Jackson v Hamerton, Ohitty, J. 
Spottiswoode, Craven st, Stran: 
Dosgsoy, AH, Salford, anon July 21. Shimeld v Heywoo], Chitty, J. 
Chapman & Co, 
London Gaszette.—Fripay, July 4. 
BRoGDEN, JOHN, _ et, — —— Esq. Aug 2. Budgett v Brogden 


Stirling, J miles, Bedford ro 
INGLB, Wiuiiaic FLEMING, Liverpool. July 13, Moi.on & Cov Inglis, Registrar, 

‘— Butcher, Liverpoo! 
LUMLBY, WARD RAISBEOK, ——— Durham, Gent. Aug 2. Bianchi v 


Dodds, Stirling, J. Lincoln's inn fields 
oultry, Lan ny Nov4. Sharman v Batchellor, Stirling, 
J. Nash, South 8q, Gray's inn 


UNDER 22 & 23 "23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
Last Day or CLAIM. 
London Gasette.—TUESDAY, July 1. 


BIcKHAM, —— Henry, Bicknoller, Somerset, Gent. Aug 2. Meyler, 
aun 

— — —— Smithy Bi:dge, nr Rochdale, Gent. Augi. Brierly & 
udson, Roc! 

Bycrart, Betsy, Kingston upon Hull. Aug 9. Laverack & Son, Hull 

OamPpion, FrepEric, Ockbrook, Derby, Civil Engineer. Aug 16. Copping, 

Goaliman st, Doctors’ Commons 
Cc J Rapciirre#, Gray’s inn rd, Pawnbrokers’ Manager. Aug 11. 


AMES 
J. & ©. Attenborough aly place, Holborn 
ConnNOLLY, ELIZABETH, Croydon, Surrey. Aug i. Holmes, King st, Cheapside 


Curtis, Frank Forp, Kingston upon Hull, Tailor. Augi15. Locking & H.1 lich, 


Davies, THomas, Aconbuiy, Hereford, Carpenter. July 19. Allen, HereforJ 
Dent, Jouy, Shrewsbury, Gent. Aug7. O. D. & R. A. Craig, Shrewsbury 
Fayer, ManGanst, Sussex st, Norwich. Aug 26, Sadd & Bacon, Norwich 
Ginson, Any, Lillington, Warwick. Augi. Waight & Hassall, Leamington 
Gnar, Hemet Howarp, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, Gent. Aug | 


ockin & Uo, 
HALeTeaD, Davin, Halitex, ‘fin Plate Worker. Sept1. WalkersHalifax 


Hanvey, Wri11aM Fuscu, Chartam, Kent, Farmer. Aug 3l. Kingsford & Oo, 
Many Ann, K'xgston upon Hull, Tailor. Aug 15. Loching * 


— Hull 
ety —— Southowram, Halifax, Oolliery Psoprietor. July 5. 


Lawtc 
Hoimns, Euzs, Holme on Spalding Moore, Yorks. Aug 15, Locking & Hol- 


Hvuones, Jous, Liverpool, Coal Dealer. Aug 90. Jones & Milne, Liverpool 


Hurcaimson, Haxznter, Pendlebury, Lancs, Aug 20. Ounliffes & Greg, Maa- 
chest-r 
Luau, Tuomas Coormn, Hyde, Chester, Physician. Ju'y 14, Smith, Hyde 


— 56 ton-upon-Hull, Shoemaker July 22. Frost & Dawson, 
or Brown, 





MATTHEWS, JANB, Glos, July 21, Bradstock, Oinderford 
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Mornis, JoserH, Rusholme, Manchester, Wire Drawer. Aug 16, Oooper & 


MosER. Sieigan, Chashise, Esq. Aug 6, Masters & Rogers, 
NawsHant, Wir11amM Pupsry, Saltburn-by-the-Sea, Coal Merchant. July 9. 
NIELD, MaRGaRetT, Stockport. Augi. Smith, Stockport 


PEACOCK, Eri1zaBeTu, St Helens, Lancs. July 15. Barrow & Cook, St Helens 

Purrson, Antnur, Midhurst, Sussex, Solicitor. Aug 9. Turner & Hacon, 
— — Prance, Ramsgate,Gent. Aug 26. Wrentmore & Son, Bed- 
Punegs2., © BuizaBETH, Canford Lodge, Streatham, Aug 16. Gwynn & Co, 
—⸗ Epwarp, Warkworth, Northumberland, Gent. Aus 16. Watson 


% agg uy 
ROWLAND, JosEPH, Ki idlington, Gene, Esq. Augi. Taylor, Liacoln’s inn fields 


SaMusL, Manta, Alexandra terr, Liverpool. Aug 1, Parkinson & Hess, Liver- 
D 
corr. —— Checthens, Manchester, Furniture Remover. July 26. Orrell, 
ets 7 — Liverpool, Marine Engineer. Aug 30. H. O. & A.S. Reynolds, 
vi 


KARDON, SHEPHEARD, Plymouth, Auctioneer. Sept 29. Wilson & 
Love, Plymouth 
ETEPHENS, AUGUSTUS HENRY, Wilton pl, Belgrave sq. August1. Gwilt, Duke 


st, Adelphi 
SUTER, ROBERT EpMOND. Withington, nr Manchester, formerly Hall Keeper 
enn 15. A & GW Fox. Manchester 
BenyamMin LEoponp, Manchester, Tallow Refiner. September 26. 
Tt hee Duchy of Lancaster Office, Lancaster place 
GUISEPPE, otherwise JoseF VouA, Moor st, Soho, Wins Merchant. August 7. 
Clement & Oo, Pall Mall 
REBECCA Savace, oe avenue, Herne Hill, August 15. Herbert, 
Cork st, Sunes 6 
WRIGHT, —— 335 Nottingham. August 20. Watson & Co, Not- 


WRIGHT, GEORGE, Lee, Kent, Licensed Victualler. July 31. Newton & Newton 
High st, Lewisham 


Wai oun, HENRY RrcHaRD, Lee. Kent, Licensed Victualler. July 31. Newton 
& Newton, hst, Lewisham 
WRIGHT, THomAS, South Knighton, Leicester, Gute, _ Anat 28. Corsellis & 
Co, Wandsworth and Quality court, Chancery 
London Gacette.—Faiway, July 4. 


ANDERSON, JOHN py ae kanter rd, Stockwell, Gent. July 80. Arkcoll & 
AXFORD, Mary Jang, Croydon, , August 15. Rowland & Hutchin- 
Bamapy, Towa, X Kcingston upon Hull, Licensed Victualler. Sep 1. Colbeck & 
Banrouo, Prestonville rd, Brighton. Aug5. Potter & Co, King st, 


— — Abchurch lane, Printer. August 16. Munns & Longden, 
ew. 
Browne, Mania, Norwich, Cap Maker. Aug 380. Emerson, Norwich 


Busrras, momen, Tytherington, nr Macclesfield. August 9. Wadsworth, 
Bercy "Quants Wr11um, Worthing, Sussex, Gent. Aug 12. Holmes, 


OasEyY, Pia Poole, Dorset. Aug 1. Trevanion & Co, Poole 
Oona, 2 Le ape —— Lines, Gent. Aug 25. Clitherow & Elsey, Horn- 


CoLEs, —— —— — Oxon, Brewer. Sept 4. Westell & Son, Witaey 
Cann, Tomas, St e Anthony: s, Northumberland, Manager of Lead Works. Aug 
Mather & Co, Newcastle on Tyne 
Da ava, a Bi E1izaBETH, Harleyford rd, Kennington. Aug 1. Tyler, Lircoln’s 
FAvie.y, GeorGs, Airmyn, Yorks, Gent. Augil. England & Son, Goole 
vay, Hauwey, Rayleigh, Essex, Farmer. Aug 31, Duffield & S:uty, Token- 
ouse 


% Tous. New Ozford st, Boot Manufacturer. Aug 8i. Barrow, Char- 


lotte st. Fitzroy 4 
— —— oucester, Photographer. July 81, Ohampney & Long, 
ouces 


Haxpeison, — South Shields, Pilot. July 30. Osborne, South Shields 
RoBeRtTs, ELIZABETH HELLIN, Holyhead, Anglesey. Aug 8 Evans, Holyheai 


HULTON, ety yy BLETHYN OOPLEY, Grange, Lanes, E-q. July 3°. 
Boote & Edgar, Manchester ; or Slater & , Manchester 
JACOBSON, Bag Balfour rd, Highbury Newpk. July 31. Bentwitch, Corpora- 
tion chbrs, Guildhall y 
J OuNEON, GEORGE, Kingston upon Hull, Publican. Augi0. Barker & Mayfield, 
KNowLEs, SAMUEL, Bury. Aug4. Bertwistle, Bury 
Law, Exsron, Sleaford, Lincs, Auctioneer. Aug 16. Peake & Oo, Sleaford 
King’s Norton, Worcestershire, Gent. Aug 2, Boddington, 
Lunp, Jonny, Bradford, Stuff Manufacturer. Aug 1. Gaunt & Co, Bradford 
MARSHALL, O. Scarborough, Wool Rug Manuf: . Augis. Powell 
ALS, JAROLINE, —* ug ool Rug acturer. Aug 
NIGHTINGALE, EMILY, 8t James's ter, Harrow rd. Aug 5. Baker & Co, Cannon st 
Morum, Joun, Dallinghoo, Suffolk, Farmer. Aug6. Welton, Woodbridge 
— Been OARPENDALE, Hobart, Tasmania. Aug 5. Cookson & Oo, Lin- 
Raon, ee at Lanos, Agricaltural Implement Manufacturer. Aug 
Rica, FL INMAR, Brent Knoll, Semerset, Yeoman. July 31. Chapman & Oe, 
ridgewa 
Ross, JAMES, Stapler com Wrenthorpe, Yorks, Gent, Aug is. Horner & Ed- 
Sorge, p, BecmanD OoLTMAN, Brimpton, Berks, Aug 14. Mason & Soper, Chancery 
Sproonme, Jamus, Portmadoc, Carnarvon, Esq. Aug 1% Upton & Oo, Austin« 
an Lie. baston, Birmingham, Ooal Dealer. Aug 16, Baker & 
hu 
‘ADE, JOHN, Mitcham, Surrey. Aug 15. Rowland & Hutchinson, Oroydon 
oan goun, Coovbems, Somerset, Yeoman, August9, J, & W. B. Sparks & 


‘Waeton, EDWARD ALBERT , COlarend Vi 
Lewty So Join et, Bodioed row ae netene, Caae Vee: SR © 








London Gasette.—TUESDAY, July 8. 
Barnes, THomas, Preston, Joiner. Augi%. Banks & Oo, Preston 


Bannste. Jats Rereat, Sale, Chester, Chartered Accountant. Aug5. Boote 
Durwaere —— Clerk in a Warehouse. July 28. Oooke, 


Hy: 
B " ———e— Henry, Camden 
LAGG, = RoE Hildeop cres, rd, Gent. Aug i. Forber, 
Brreetey, Eviza, Ly —y Aug 12. Russell, Bolton 

Carman, GzorGs WILLIAM, Bristol, Estate Agent. Jaly 30. Allen, Hereford 


F — — Ferry, Glam, Hay Merchant. Aug 20. Tennant & 
on bera’ 
a, THomas, Sheffield, Gent. Aug 2. Watson & Oo, Sheffield 


Gusta, Shamed Pienseraen teed ine Sept1. Spencer & Co 

CLaBk, Henry, Clitheroe, Lancs, Coachman. Aug 9. Robinson & Sons, 
Clitheroe 

ORABB, LAVIXIA, Cator rd, Sydenham. Aug 11. Morgan & €o, Farnival’s inn - 

Gnane, Wrsaass Janens, Lantehip Stoke Newington, Oorn Merchant. Aug 
11. aoe SS. ee = 4 

Commas, ———— Gracechurch st, OilMerchant. Aug 11. Jackson, Can- 
non 

DAVENPORT, Epwarp, St Albans. Aug 7. Chapman, Pancras lane 

Davies, SAMUEL RICHARD, Ross, Hereford, Solicitor. Aug 1. Davies, Ross 

Dovgr, Manat, Totteridge, Herts. Aug 11. Mills, Ipswich 


Duncan. WILLIAM ADDISON. . Ceectham, Manchester, Oil Merchant. Aug 15. 
manana Wonaee ae Dunedisa, New Zealand, Chemist, Aug 4. 
9 a, 
Gadsden & Treherne. ra 03 . 


Fort, W11114M, Bingley, Yorks, Forsose. Aug7. Ellis, Keighley 
HaRDOCASTLE, MaTTHEW, Leeds, Grocer. Aug5. Malcolm, Leed: 

HARNDEN, JOHN, Blundell-sands, Lancs. Aug9. Bremner & Sons, Liverpool 
Hooks, Joun, Gordon sq, Esq. pra, Street & Poynter, Lincoln’s ina fiel. Is 
Howakp, Cz Basten qreseent, Dealer in Horses. Aug 6. 


Jobnson & Dowdioe, Guee Queen si oe Ches rier, Whaley Lanes, Esq. July 21. 


HUiTON, FREDERI 
Boote & ow je ob, or or Slater & 
Hyatt, Epwakp, Castle —— Leton Goat, Augs. Wells & Hind, Nit- 
2 
— ⸗ Emm, Regent’s parkrd. Aug3i. Rising & Ravenscroft, Leaden- 
LEETE. THOMAS —— Liverpool, Auctioneer. Sept 1. Forshaw & 


Hawkins, Liv: 
MALLETT, JOSHUA, Chelmsford, Miller. Aug 15. Dixon, Chelmsford 


Mazsu, Francis, East Retford, Grocer. Aug 30. Mee & Co, Retfori 

May, W1i114mM, New Shoreham, Sussex, Shipowner. Sept 29. Cripps, Steyning 
McOxgane, Tuomas, Portsmouth, Merchant. Aug23. King, Landport 
*— JAMES owas, Godalming, Surrey, Gent. Aug 11, Simpson & Co, 


——— JOHN, Warrington, Lancs, Coal Merchant. Aug 14. Browne, 


SPEN’ retin Ra’ 
Prmcocg, Tri * — — Clerk in the 
*— — —X ‘Sane Organ Builier. August?7. Lawson & Co 


Rosmis, MrvvonD GxE0RGE, Liverpool, Outfitter. August 20, Know!es & Symonds, 
men gt — August 7. Le Rich & Norman, 
SHERWOOD, ELLEN, Bromsgrove, Worcs. July 30. Horton, Bromsgrove 
Snarky, GEorGs, Garforth, Yorks, Gent. fep1. Dale, Leeds 

SmirH, ELIZABETH, Bridgewater. July 31. Chapman & Co, Bridgewater 
STAMER, Jame, High Wycombe, Bucks. August 20. Parker & Wiltins, High 





ood & MoLellan. 
— — Manchester, Surgeon. Aus i’. Glynne-—Jones & 
an, 
VINTER, JOBN, espeare rd, Herne hill, Gent. Augs0. Waddy & Waddy, 
Vuesburypevemes 
W: ee Ann, Landor ri, Stcckwell. Aug 2%. Mason & Soper, Ohan- 


Wozewonn, JoHN GroRGE, Vicar of Warlingbam cum Ohelsham, Surrey. 
ana on, oe A 
wuss * F 








. Pepmeenmawr, Carnarvon, Carriage Proprietor. Aug 13. 
& Sharpe, Chester 
INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS & LESSEES.—Before or 


renting « hous ing a hone havethe Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined Uy ah exp ag 
toria-st. Westminster {istab, Sockscnietant own dail Vic 


—2— Ventilation ot 








BIRTHS, —— AND DEATHS. 


Hrces.—J fist Oreo Seam A, te the wife of John Limbrey 
ALD. of, Coote road, Kensington, the 
oor Dow Hacporato 18, Campden: se 


MARRIAGES. 
GuURNER-BENNETI.—J at South Kenstagion, 3 a ees Bdward Gurner, MLA.. 
the let ——— 38 — — 
LUMLEY: Coon L Paes Lan 
law, to pac: Wood. aay Sat ~~ tee hg, 
DEATHS, 


ra, 
D.O.L., of 


Wasi Gases onak tases Bdvooate of 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gosetie Fup ax. Jaly 4. 


RECEIVING 
ATTFIELD, JAMES, —— Greengrocer Leicester 
nag on Ord June 80 
Austin, James, Glen Parke rd, Forest Gate, Pace 
Jay High Court Pet July Ord 
PUREINS, a een Bootmaker 
Pet June 30 —— June 30 


BEASLEY. Josspa Nose, Sinclair grdns, West 
— High Court Pet. June 10 


— — Arruvur, Crewe, Cheshire, Coach- 
Crewe Pet June 23 Ord June 28 
BorroMLEY, WALTER FEATHER, s, Perambula- 
tor Manufacturer Leeds Pet June 19 Ord 
— — ABIGAIL Boostiey, Kent,Tutor Green- 
Pet Julyt Ord yi 
Tuoxas, Rotherhat, Engineer Sheffield 
Pet July2 Ord July 
WII1Iam, ‘Adelaide rd, Haverstock hill, 
Rony} urseryman High ‘Court Pet June 16 
Cunt, Gone, Nottin gham, —* Dealer Notting- 
ham PetJulyi Ord July 
Dave, GEORGE, Stonehouse, Hoven, Hotel Waiter 
Stonehouse 


Pet — 1 OrdJuly1 
Davies, Purmirp, & , Kent, Grocer Tun- 


Du 
— — Pet Jay 3 — “ai ith 
=! versm 
Birmi: ond Ju 


Pet June 30 0: 
EXIN, Pace, cic.” Windsor 
Pet June 18 Ord Jun 


Joun. West Bri ghton, on Proprietor 
Brighton Pet July 1 Ord July 
CHRISTOPHER, —— ja. Fish 
Dealer Salford Pet June17 Ord June 
JENKINS, WILLIAM CHARLES, Silver st. — —— 
High Court Pet July 2 Ord July 2 
— Ta and Robert Wrison, Manches- 
hers Manchester Pet 
Taly 2 Ord July 2 


Jonxs, FREDERICK WittiAmM, Burnley, Auctioneer 





Barnley Pet J 1 Ord July 2 

Kiyc, ALBERT, Coaldealer Hastings Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 

Lanotor. J ictoria 5— Solicitor 


OSEPH, Queen Victo 
High Court Pet June 12 —— 
ee ay Fe ~ jp High 


— — June 30 
Mount. Henry, Eythorn: oe, Kant, Saddler 
Canterbury "Pet Ju —— Ord J Faby 
a — Leicester, Slipper 
“ae” Pet June 17 d 
July 1 
2 Mer- 


— Epwarp Bowben, Minciog lan 
eS een —— —— uly 


Tailor 
Pet &.. 30 Jane 30 * 
AUGUSTUS SAMUEL FRANK, apne, 
Peterborough Pet 


——— 
Lag ” Lei hire, Baker 
cesters . 
Leicester Pet June 18 ‘Ord June 28 
Porrgr, HENRY, Worthing, Somes. — Merchant 
Brighton Pet June Ord J 
— — STeWaRT. ‘Aldershot, Captain in 
Scots Lothian Re = rd and 


the Royal 
—— Pet ss 10 Ord 
RICHAED, “Bristol, General 
Bristol ‘Pet July 2 —— 
Rayer, WILLiaM, — — St John’s. 


Dogtiord, Carpenter reenwich Pet June 7 
June 277 


Ruopas, Cusisrornzr Herman, Friday st, Agent 
High Court Pet June 30 Ord June 30 — 
Roniusox, E, Norton, Ae =r mea Sussex 
Fa Ha Binet Se —— — Innkeepe 

im Der: r 
a —* Jualy1 OrdJ 
, CHARLES. —— Tea Same Truro Pet 
Jane 30 Ord June 
APEL, South Banks, Yorks, Labourer 
on Tees and Mi ddiesborough Pet June 


2 Ord June 2 
howans, late King’s rd. Chelsea. formerly 
tothe s Bavings Ba — for Chelsea High Court 


Poe ie 

a, iiasax, York, Joiner York Pet June 20 
Waren, ——— Sleaford, Li Printer Bosto 

Pet June 18 Ord Jul ap 4 
Wr11Ms, Tuomas, Melson, Lianfabon, Glam, 

— Dealer Pontypridd Pet June 23 Ord 


June Zw 
MEETINGS. 


Jouw F, Dev Master 
Ss Sul 11 ii at 1 10, ares eee Piy- 
ATKINSON, Lancs, Master M: 

July 14 at 12 feo wn ane Me iene 
— —— a : duly 14 at 
BatcHeLon, ALvent, Charlwood rd, , Com- 


mercial Traveller J 15 at 11 
: aly 24, way 


Bococx, , hog = J 14 at 11 
Off Fes, bt Peter's Uburch walk, N —— 


Muswell rd, Muswe'l hill, 
duty 16 at 1 83, Carey at, 


Cmatceart, Fusprenicx, Steyning, Joiner 
— — ———6 
Hereford, Carpenter July 11 at 10 


a — Proprietor July 19 at 


QoRRIGAN, JOHN, late of Manchester, Machinist 
July 11 at3 Off Rec, Ordgen’s chmbrs, Bridge 
Tennchester 


Danve, JoHN Prmpock, Tunbridge Wells, Con- 
——— July i4ati 24, Railway app, London 


Fawonrr,’ TxHoMAS, Blackburn, Joiner July 11 at 2.30 
County Court House, Blackburn 

Fawkes, Isaac. Stockdalewath, ‘Dalston, Oumberld, 
Labourer July 14 at 12 19, Lonsdale st, Oar- 


lisle 
Foss, NATHANIEL CHARLES, orth 
Kensington, Journeyman COarpenter a, Se 15 
at 2 30 z= —— st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
GARRETT, —— Kent, — July 
i4at it —— app, London Bri dge 


GEORGE, BENJAMIN. Taly wain, nr Pontypool, Mon, 
Blacksmith July 12 at * aa Rec, Council 
— Corn st, Newport, M 

HOMAS SINGLERURST, Nottingham, 
1 OMinerel Water Manufacturer July 14 et 12 
Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottiog: 


HUTCHINSON, JOHN, Sate, eae, — Coal Merchant, 
July 16at 1130 Royal Hotel, O 

James, JOHN, Tunstall, Staffs, Baker Suly 11 at 10 30 
Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

LABEKINS, FRANK, Ramsgate, Sewering Contractor 
July 14 at 3, 18 72, High st, Ramsgate 

Murpook, Harry ARTHUR, Leicester, Slipper Manu- 
facturer | July 14 at 8 Off Reco, 34, Friar lane, 


NEEDHAM, JOHN, Derby, late Provision Dealer July 
llat3 Off Rec, 8t James’s chbrs, Derby 
CK, SAMUBL, Sproxton, Leics, Baker July 14 at 12 
Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leices' 
TTENT, RANCIS Mowpray, Southsmpton. Rear 
—— July 16 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Easi st, 
ut 
Pybus, Joum, Ballack, Hereford, Farmer July 12 at 
1230 2, Offa st, Hereford 
Sammon, JoHN, High Holborn, Furniture Dealer 
July 11 at 2.20 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
= Dav, rleon, Mon, Market Gardener 
a 12 * 12.30 Off Rec, Council chmbrs, Vorn st, 


Ne 
Swift, SOHN, Dewsbu Lodging 
July 11 at 3 Off Ree, B: 
OMPSON, ERNEST —J——— —— st, Book- 
— cay st 08} 83, Carey st, | 
— ae York, — Jalyitias 11 Off 


m4, y —— Coster — 
July 11 ati2 33, —— st, Lincoln 

ILLIAMS, GUILDFO acs, Norwich, Tailor 
July 12at1 Off Ree, 6 Kin 


Wricst, OHARLOTTE, Woolwi —— oa 14 
ati2 24, Railway approach, London bri 


The ——— amended notice is encom aah that 
published ia the London Gazette, June 27. 
— WVaaax SLODDEN, Se Keat, Farmer 
Jd uly 14at 10.30 Royal Oak , Dover 


ADJUDIOATIONS. 


Brxzcu, CHARLES ARTHUR, 2 Coachbuilder 
Crewe PetJune 28 Ord Jd 
COCK, EVERARD, Nottingham, J Je oiner Nottingham 
Pet June 26 Ord Jun 
OWSKILL, THOMAS, Rotherham, Engineer Sheffield 
Pet July 2 Ord Jal 

CRAVEN, ALFRED E, Rania: sq, Belgrave rd, 
eae no occupation High Court Pet May 3 

a July 2 

Davis, RicHarD PERKIN, Birmin 
birmingham Pet Jane 30 

DENNISON, JAMES —. Ooachbulider Halifax 
Pet ie 13 Ord June 

Joun. West Brig jehton Cab Proprietor 
Brighton Pet July1 Ord 2a 

Garcia, Epwarp. Manchester, —2 Lessee 
Manchester PetJunes OrdJ 

OND, ALFRED, Bristol, Grocer Bristol Pet 

June? Ord June 20 

HAMMOMD. CHRISTOPHER, Eccles, Lanes, Fish Dealer 
Salford Pet Junei7 Ord July 

IpENDEN, THoMAS BURREN, i sikestone, Builder 
Canterbury Pet June 10 Ord Jul , & 

IRELAND, Henry, Belgrave, Leics, Shoe Pressman 
Leicester Pet June:0 Ord J —* — 

JENKING, WILLIAM CHARLES, Silver st, Ke 
Grocer High Uourt Pet Jul: 2 "Gea July 2 

Jounson, THoMAS, and RopeRT WILSON, Manchester, 
ony = Lithographer Manchester Pet July z 





—— ——— 


cx VIAAX., Burnley, Auctioneer 
Burnley Pets June 8 Ord Jaly 2 
KersHaw, Mary E1izaBartn, Birstal, yore, Grocer 


Dews Pet June 2% Ord July 2 
KING, ALBERT, Coaldealer es Pet 
L une 80 _ June F 40 
ACHMANN, AUGUSTU: Le ey an HARLES 
HeEwnry PHItii Merchants 


re, Pendens — 
Mosoas, 1 * Pot June 9 "Qed Jane Merchant ert ‘h Court 
0 
oe iow’ 14 — * 


shone, La Kent, Saddler 
—— ry Pet aly Wie, 
EWTOM, Witt1AM, Deviz itor Bath Pet 
Ord June 20 


NicHoLi4, AvGuUsTUS SAMUEL Frank, Helpstone, 
— — Grocer Peterborough Pet 
July 1_ Ord A Wes 
OTTER, HENE ortbing, Sarees, Gout Merchant 
Brighton Pet June #7 Ord June 27 
ristol, General 


July 2 July 2 


terbury ano, Brodtalt ent, D ae. Oe 
Ravensonort, OuARLES SErtimus, Whartdale st, 








—** to a Limited — 
— Pot June — . 
Ravensbourne st, St John’s, 
— Greenwich Pet June 27 
une 
Reqs, CHRISTOPHER HERMAN, Briley st, Agent 
High Court Pet June 30 Ord Jul 
WLAND, ALBXANDER, Laurence anton lane, 
im Manufacturer High Court Pet March 25 


Ord July 2 
ERICK, Leptoastons, Builder High 
Court PetJune4 Ord J 
Swap, JONATHAN, Silecroft, Cumberland, Innkeeper 
Whitehaven Pet Julyi mak 4 
Int, Harry, F . Boot Merchant 
— and Godalining Bet May 24 Ord 


—— on Caerleon, —— me y acd — 
Newport, Mon PetJune28 Ord July 

SmirH, Wit11aM, Hanover . —— pk, 
Builder High’ Court Pet June 26 Ord June 30 

STREETER, HENRY, Croydon, Carman Oroydon Pet 
May — Ord June 28 

THOMPSON, ALFRED, and MorDAUNT DIceEy, Milk st 
Splines, Milk st, Manufacturer’s Agents High 
Court Pet Junei3 Ord July1 

TusNER, ABEL, South Banks, Yorks, Labourer 
Stockton on Tees and Middiesborough PetJune 
80 Ord June 30 

TUBNER, —— York, Joiner York Pet June 30 
Ord June 39 


London Gazette.-—Tugspay, July 8 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
AND N, JOHN, Bretterd, Accountant Bradford 


Pet 3 July 4 Ord July 
—— "Haxpixo, 2* J. —— 

End. ~~ gh Oourt 
Pet aly. 8 3 Ord 3 A 

ANDREWS, THOMAS, 
tractor Li ms, Hn ‘et ae ra. Ord July 4 

AREINSTALL, JOSEPH, —— ———— Bolton 
Pet June 80 Ord Jul 

ASHWORTH, VISCIMUS. TE formerly Under- 
clothio = By, Manufacturer Blackburn Pet July 4 


— J 
OsEPH Henry, Selbrington,: Yorks, 
——— Wandsworth Pet June 12 Ord 


iene, Con- 


July 3 
BEAUMONT, GEORG Pe Ser gartord. Builder Chelms- 
ford Pet J ry ’ Ord Jul 


Bagyas, | Lavra Luoy, Bartholomew's rd. Kentish 
egetarian aes Proprietor High 
Gourt’ Pet July 8 ep Ean 
BROOMFIELD, ABRAHAM, Cre - A —— out 
of business Yeovil PetJuly4 Ord July 4 


Compeeet, ae TLLIAM, 5 ey ant, 


Jul 
Mt lawsy JAMES, Somerset, Farmer 
Frome Pet July 3 Ora J 


Davies, DAVID GR: — Birmlogham, Hairdreszer 
Birmingham Pet Jul Ord Jul 
Davis, JOHN, Mile — Sma High Court Pet 


July5 0 Ord Jul 
UPUIS, 18 ——— —33 Dressmaker 
Brighton Pet July5 Ord Jul: 
FRENCH, — and Roper’ ; FRENCH, 
Newport P. Bucks, —— North- 
ampton = * 3 ae July 3 
Hatros, J 8 st. Piccadilly, of no * 
tin Hish Oourt "Pet May 21 Ord July 
Hareisoy, GEORGE, late of —— Ooarhbut'd: r 
Halifax Pet June% Ord July 4 
Hewrirr, Davin, Tiv nr Terporley, Cheshire, 
Provision Dealer Nantwich and Orewe Pet 
Ju'y2 Ord Julv 2 
Huones. JANB, Maligresth, Anglesey, Grooↄr Bangor 
Pet July 5 "Ora Jaly 5 
ee, Davin, aad FREDERICK EanestT CARTER, 
Jewia Maotle Manufacturers High Oourt 
Pet July4 Ord July 4 


Jounson, HENRY Jess, Ashford, Kent, Tobacconist 
Canterbury es Jul aly 4 Ord J 
JONES, Mrs E, Abbe 


et, Bermondsey, 0 ou Merchant 

High Court Pet June 16 uly 

MAYHEW, GEORGE JEREMIAH, Gt Geto st, West- 
— Solicitor High Court Pet June it Ord 


July 
— GEORG PILKINGTON, Biggleswade, Beds, 
lo — Bedford Pet June2i Ord 


oxi 

Moons. i , Pilton, Devon, Cattle Dealer Barn- 
staple Pet June 12 Ord Jul uly 4 

POWELL, JOSHUA, Ly =e Yotr h, Sam, Oarpenter 


Pontypridd P 
Builder Croydon Pet 


— JAxus, Wellesley rd, Gunnersbury, 
Builder Brentford Pet July 2 Ord 


Maesteg, Gladf, Printer Cardi 


Lancs, Printer Bolton 

Pet July é Ord July 4 
5 ENRY, Newton Heath, nr Manchester 
; M Manchester Pet 35 8 Ord 
u 


Weinine, ApRAwAM Mauricz, Burdett rd. Bow, 
Oot inte. Jeweller High Court Pet June 6 
ir 
wae. Hawny, Iva Ord duly Bate, Baker Ayles- 
u 


Pet —* 
Vv W. — Grocer 


say 


,. THOMAS. 
Pet July 8 Ord J 
Tnomason, Jonny, W. 


Pet July 4 Ord 
— ae ——— Dealer 








ju 


a3 _* || 


F 


a; F af 
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The following amended notice is — — for that 
published in the London Gazette of July 1. 
FAWKES, Isaac, Dalston, oem, — Carlisle 
Pet June 28 Ord June 
FIRST —— 
ANDERTON, JOHN, —— Accountant July 18 at 
——— — — Watchmaker July 15 
m, Wa 
atill 16, Wood st, —— 
THOMAS Great Grimsby. late 


— —— “July 16 at 11 Of Reo, 6. 
Haven —— Great Grimsby 
2 fiallwoy' com: 5 lon oat ony * 
il way 2) mdon 
BEECH, — Anruun’ Orewe, Coachbuilder 
July 15 at 12. ~ Hotel. *2 


i, GERMAIN 
CoLLADON, Wood st, Gen — Jul 5 
— iA _Bankrupte tcy bldngs, Portugal st, Linco 





— —— cK Witit1am (Sep Estate), Devon- 
shire pl, Poi “and pl, General Merchant Jv'y 15 
at — nae ptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 


ion 

Cum GeE0RGE, Nottingham, Boot —— J aly 15 Be 

Off Rec, St Peter's Church Ag? ~ 
— New Barnet, H Lino: Vic- 

tualler July 15 at 12 95, eae chbrs, Temple 
avenue 

CourTNEY, CHARLES WILLIAM, Sittingbourne, Kent, 
Cement Merchant July 17 at il, 30 Off Rec, High 


st, 
Crees, HENRY JAMES, Beckington, Somerset, Far- 
mer July sats t Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Bristol 
DavDE, GORGE, Stonebouse, Devon, Hotel Waiter 
- July 15 — il 8 —— tr, Plymouth Jal 
AVIS, enge, Surrey, [vory Worker July 
17 at 2 os 2, fallwey approach, London Bridge 
RAPER, ERN. WARD, Barcstaple, Grocer July 
16 at 11,15 — — 5B, Hammet st, Taunton 
Frit, Haney, p Ring 8 ten. Saddler * 16 at 10.45 
ami B. Whall, Market eq, King’s Lyn 
JouNn, West Brighton, Cab gy ea 
“ouly 16at3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldngs, Brigh- 


Hasacoxn, ALFRED, Bristol, Gomer July 23 at 12 
bay Bank chmbrs, Bristo 
ND, CHRISTOPHER, — Lanes, Fish Dealer 
J 15 at 2.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge 
st, Manchester 

RISON, GEORGE, late of Halifax, Coachbnilder 
July if at it, Of Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 
ARRISON, HENRY, ds, Brass Finisher July 16 at 

it Off Ree, 22, "Park row, Leeds 
Hawirt, Davin, Tiverton, nr Tarporley, ae 
Provision Dealer J uly 15 at 12.45 Hotel, 


we 
NES, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Burnley, Auctioneer 
“aly i at 146 Exchange Hotel, Nicvolas st, 
Burnley 
WILLIAM, City rd, Veterinary Surgeon Jul, = 
at 12 — ⸗ bidngs, Portugal st, Liaco! 


Lawton & Oo., Ccrnhi"l, Stok Brokers July 16 at 
12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
mt1aM Henry, Woodstock Plumber 
aay, 16 at 12 1, 8t Aldate’s, Oxford 
Wit11aM THOMAS (Separate Estate), Wey- 
“bridge, Bui — Jeiy 16 a& 12 24, Rall way app, 
on Bri 





dge 
Matuews, THoMas, and Wirt1aM THomas MANN, 
Weybridge, Surrey, Builders July 16 at 12 3. 
Railway app. Lon on Bridge 
Matuaws, THomas (Separate Estate), Weybridge, 
—— July 16at12 24, Railway app, London 


EWTON, P° witrmx, Davteen, Wilts, Tailor July 
23 at 12.39 Off Rec, Benk chmbrs, Bristol 
— AvGusTus SAMUEL Frank, Helpstone, 
— —7——— Grocer July 30 at 12 Law 
Courts, New rd, Peterborough 
TER, HENRY, Worthing, Sussex, Coal Merchant 
July 16 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidge, 


Belgnton 
FREDERICK RICHARD, Bristol, General 
Dealer July 28 at 1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


Rayner, WrtttaM, Ravensbourne st, Deptford, 
— July 17 at 11 24, Kailway app, London 


Barmmansn, Grorce Tuomas, Eastcheap, Wine 
_inn fields’ July 18 at 11 383, Carey st, Lincola’s 





J. FREDERICK, Builder July 16 at 

2.80 83, Carey a * 

SEYFANG, EUGENE EpwakD, Brockley, formerly Clerk 
in —— July 16 at il 24, *8 approach, 


Szymour, Jonn THomas, Lower Mitcham, Surrev, 
Grocer July 16 at 12 24, Railway approaca, 


SHARP, JONATHAN, Silecroft, Cumberland, Innkeeper 
July 15 at 12.80 67, Duke Mel rang = 
HEPPARD, FREDERICK JAMES, ster, Northamp- 
. Solicitor July 1 t7 at 2.20 County Court 
bldgs. Ni —— 
SHERLOCK, + ea Cabinetmaker 
July 22 at — i. Ot Bee, Wolverhampton 
HILL, Farnham, Surrey, Boot — eer 
July ieat 3. ” 94, Railway ap London bridge 
, OHARLES, Penzance, Tea Dealer July 15 at 
1230 Off Rec, Boscawen ot. Trare 
STRAFFOP®, GEORGE — West He-tlepool, 
Printer July 15 at 2 Off Rec, 25, John st, 


Sunderlan 

THOMASON, JOHN, Wi th, Lancs, Printer July 16 
at 11 1« Wood st, Bol! 

WALEER, x, Newton Heath, Manchester, 
Tobacconist July 15 at 38 Off Ree, Ogden’s 


chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
ALKER, JONATHAN FLETCHER, Leeds, Butcher 
July 16at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


WILD CHARLES FREDERICK, Liangollen, Denbigh, 
— July 1s. at ll 25, tides con Seale. 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


ANDERTON, JOHN, **. Accountant Bradford 
Pet July4 Ord July 4 

ANDREWS. ALEXANDER Harvrna. Chapel ip Crouch 
Kn1i, Horne or Oatfitter gh Court 
Pet July 3 Ord Je 

ANGEL. JOHN er —J— Devon, Master 
Mariner East Stonehouse Pet June 26 Ord 


July 3 

ARKINETALL, JOS" PH, 2* Watchmaker Bolton 
Pet —— Ord J 

AUSTIN, J. Glen Parke rd, Forest Gate, Timber 
Merchant igh Court PetJulyt Ord July 5 

BEASLEY, JOSEPH NOBLE. Sin gardens, West 
— pk, Esq High Court Pet June 10 


95 
BEAUMONT, GRORGE, — Builder Chelms- 
ford Bot July 4° Ord July 
paige, — Lucy. — rd, Kens 
Town, an Restauran 'roprietor 
Sout 3 aes 
Came. © — Nottin 
Pet Julyi Ord July1 
—— Hues F 


‘LETCHER, Leeds, 

0 Agent Leeds Pot Mey at Ord July 8 
REES, HENRY AMES, Beckin Som 

Farmer Frome Pet July 2 Ord July 3 ~— 

— waner 


DOHER —— es st, Knightsbridge 
High Court Pet June 3 py at geie 
ae ‘Kent, Fishmonger 


-» late of Beck 

High Court owe Sine 1 Ord July 4 

FrencH, CHARLOTTE, and ROBERT JOSEPH FRENCH, 
Newport Pagoell, Bucks, —— North- 
ampton Pet July3 Ord July s 

, Davin, Tiv ————— 
Provision Dec’ ‘er Nantwich Crewe ot July 
— Ord Jul @ ma 2a, be 
Trane ¢ “ey gware te 

Jewellers, . s Assis Higt Court Pet May 28 


uly 4 
J —* Henry Jesss, Ashford, Kent, Tobacconist 
Canterbury Pet July3 Ord July 4 
LAWLER, WILLIAM. Southport, Cab Proprietor 
Liverpool eg Ord July 4 
VER (OMA! . Newman’s row, Lincoln’s 
— hy ‘have Stationer High Court Pet Mar 


RE le End Butcher 
cage, Ao Ord Ju g* 1 In om 
OF: BERT FALCONER, 9. corp 

ated Accountant Liverpool dvorposl I 30 Ord 


July 5 

* THomas, and Wintram Taoxas Mann, 
; A — Builders Kiogston Pet 
un 

MEGONE, NORFOLK, Gateley ad, Brixton High 





Court Pet Maré Ord July 5 





—A ———— Pet J 9 Ord Jaly 4 
— ——8 —— 
THO THomas, Printer Oardiff 


Pet July 8 Ord Jaly 3° 


—— aly 4 Ord Lanes, Printer Bolton 


—“ form 

ing’s s rd, Chelsea, er’ 

wae HENRY, ag! BS ———— Manchester, 
Tobacconist’ Manchester Pet July 8 Ord July 


BANKRUPTCY ANNULLED. 
HARLEY, | ed Eowrm, Kiog William st, Architect 
High Court Adjud Sspt 18, 1889 Annul July 8 
— — ANNULLED. 


Moon, Waaau, And Seen oe Salis- 
bury ‘Adjud June 43, 1887 Annul 14 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


it~ Monnens. Baxes & Gown, tse Wareuse on the 
—FE * ———— Building Pilots (see advertisement, 
— J . 14). 
. BEaDEL & Oo., at the Mart, E.C., at 
Frechold Resideatal Estate, &c. (see ad- 
vertisement, June 7, 16). 
July 14.—Messrs. Witxns0n & Son, at the 
rt, E.O.. at 3 o'clock, Perpetual Debentare Stock 


tan Gas Co. (see hw 
ant, July z —— 
Jaly 1 Tews0w, Farmer, & 
‘Barorwarae, af the Mart, & Goat 20'clock, Free 
hold Investments (see advertisement, June 7, 


DP. 11). 
July 16.—H. T. Oosay, Esq., at the Mart, E.C., at? 
ily 18H. Z, Opnar, Bsa. at the Mart E. ver- 


Senn Ente Mex & Boum, 
⏑ — — 
Long Leasehold Estate ‘(eee advertisement, this 
Saly 6. Mente, ‘oom, 6 oes ne Me. 
01 the Estate at 1 30, Bailding ‘Sites (see 
t, July 5. p. 612). 
* 


‘Messrs. Eas, & Taomas, at 
ee £.C., at 3 ut Leasehold Property 
** —— Pp icr, CLARK, & 00., 

the Mart, at 3 oh ock, Investment (see 
aan, Duby 6 B. 4). 
July 18 Me —Messrs. Humbert, Son, & Frit. at the 
Mart, E.C., at 2 o'clock, Absolute Reversion (see 
advertisement, 


—— Taist, & GItpERt, at the 
» Residential Property (see advertize- 
ment, J une 7, p. 18). 
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CurREntT Topics eee 
Can aN InSUNcTION BE GRANTED TD RESTRAIN A 
WoMAN FROM BREAKING A UOonTRacr 
MADE AFTER MARRIAGE 
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1 .ccceececececcccsesecsee 616 
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VALUATIONS. 
DIAMONDS, PEARLS, SILVER PLATE, & COINS 


ACCURATELY VALUED for PROBATE or otherwise, or PURCHASED for Cash if desired. 


APPOINTMENTS MADE IN LONDON OR COUNTRY. 


SPINK & SON, GOLDSMITHS ano SILVERSMITHS, 


2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C. 


Established 1772. Under the Patronage of H.M. the Queen and H.8.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.8. 


Telegrams—SPINK, LONDON, 
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REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased. 


A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text- 
books always on Sale. 


100, CHANCERY LANE & OAREY STREET. 


Newseahy, contains the 1890 Reports, 448 pp., price 2s, 
OURNE’S HANDY ASSURANCE 


DIRECTORY.” 
“This work is the most valuable — sepertor ot | of in- 
surance statistics in existence.””—Insurance New: 
Wit11aM Bovenz, 12, — —“ Live meek, 
London : 26, Paternoster-row, and 32, Fleet-street. 


SECOND EDITION. REVISED AND 
ENLARGED. 


Now realy, Geneve, —— * 168.; cash, 138. ; 


or, post free. 
MANUAL of the *SRINCIPLES of 
nity, epecialy iy written for Students: by JOMN 
tten for Studen 
INDERAAT ne So! citor, &c., Aut a? of ‘Principles 
Co of Leading Cases,” 
SyPomal ot Practice,” &c. 


Gro. BARBER, Office ey Tae Law Students’ Journal, 16 
and 17, Cursitor-street, Chancery-lane, London, E.O. 











PUBLIC COMPANIES.—TO SOLICITORS. 


Reeser JORDAN, 120, Chancery-lane. 
PUBLIC COMPANIES’ REGISTRATION 
AGENT, &c., continues to render assistance to the 
Profession in all — ertaining to the Forma- 
tion, Registration, and Winding up of Joint Stock 


Memorandums and Articles of Association, Special 
Resolutions, and other documents entrusted to him 
are carefully examined and printed with the utmost 
accuracy and expedition. 


Now ready, Thirteenth Edition, much enlarged, 
price 8s. 6d., post-free. 

AL HANDY BOOK of PRACT 2 IN- 

——— ——— on the Forma’ Manage, 

0: ° 


—— up of Joint Stock — 
BE BR. JORDAN. To be had of the Author, as above. 


AS TED, a Clerk to attend to the Duties 

a Magistrate's Clerk’s Office in the country, 

and to — lf generally —— age not to ex- 
— 24; ‘aud a 2 be a good tant, a shorthand 


ph SY 

ps = ly t th Fy? £100 gi 

al 8 annum; ve 

—S —Address, Y. S. tena aaa 
87, Chancery- -lane, London, W.O. 


Oe PART — — Wanted, Partnor- 
ship itor (aged 29), 

country 7S ence — —— —— 
1884; premium —— — ARTHUS SNOW, 
25, Lincoln’, s-inn elds, W 


BABSISTERS and SOLIOLTORS Reyuir- 
———— 
apply to the Guonerany, New Court, Lio ~ xy 3 
large or small sets on yearly or longer tenancies ; 
strong rooms let separately at very moderate rents. 


L AW.—Great Saving.— Abstracts Oopied at 
ers sheet; Drafts, Cate ane Bet 

{dio net.Kunn & 
pn Byes ob net. — —E— 8, Taree Halt- 














Casa ADVANCED (£30 to £500) at a day’s 
notice, to Householders resident in London or 
the Home Counties, on Bill 
= borrower’s convenience; no sureties or inquiry 
—— Solicitors introdu = clients allowed 24 per 

— comeuplenionts=3 Apply te essrs. HOLLINGSWORTH, 
18, Hil High Holborn. blished at the same address 








—— for FINAL and ———— EXAMI- 
yy A taken personally for two hours 
— day by — 


R. GEO. F. HUGGINS (First in Ficst 
Class Honours, Easter, 1880, and Winner of 
the Clement’s-inn Prize, and Birmingham Gold 
Medal). Also Postal preperation.~ ta culars, 
terms, &c., apply, 89, Chancery-lane, W. 
RES ULTS.—In January last 17 — 2 19 gree ent 
and 8 obtained Honours. a 


up t 

eight genre 0 out af 089 pn oe have "asd, and 

s. lange percentage have obj All prises 

awarded in connection with the F Wit 4¥ time to 

time been won by his pupile, including the Clement’s and 

tal fe -inn and Reardon Prizes, Brederip Gold 
lal, $c. 


R. eee Solicitor, continues tc 
and successfully 
CANDUWAT — — a 7 poet, Sot "tor the SOLI- 
OITORS’ and BAR 
MEDIATE, and YINAL on and LL.B. RN 
Terms from £1 1s. per month. Many PUPILS HAVE 
TAKEN Honovurs.—For further particulars, an and 
co ies of ** Hints on Stephen’s Commentaries” and 
ts or. Criminal Law,” — 17, Brazennose- 
street, Albert-square, Manches 


R. — ARNOLD, Solicitor 
— * of —— near Birming ham, 

REPA CANDIDATES for the Solicitors’ 
——— Fics and Honours Examinations 
through the post. Terms, eight guineas for twenty- 
seven correspondences, or five guineas for ssventeen 
correspondences. Special terms for longer course. 
Spe attention given to each Pupil. 











O TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, and 
Others. Jewellery and Plate Purchased.— 
—— Hunt & ROskKELL (late Storr & Mortimer) 


uy, at full market prices, for immediate cash, Silver 
Paya Jewell Diamonds, P and other gems. 
—Jewellers an: —— to H.M. The Queen, 156, 
New Bond-street, W. 


NORTHWOOD. 

On the Metropoliten Rail (Chesham 

with an excellent service of trains to town, which is 

reached in about 35 es ty es of im. 

portant Freehold Building Land, forming part et 
the East —— Estate, situated F this 





—— —— and healthy resi gt 
ocatity, havidg "fron on excellent roads. 
beautifully timbered with fine ornamental —— 
trees, and in every way adapted to the erection 
a residences. This: sale will —— — 
acres, beiog the last portion of the estate in 
pane pot Pome He to the railway pF. 


ESSRS. HUMBERT, SON, & FLINT 
sre instructed to SELL by AUCTION, 
ina Mena on the ESTATE, on WEDNES. 
DAY, the 16th JULY, 1890, immediately — 
luncheon at HALF-PAST ONE o ’clock, a number of 
picturesque BUILDING SITES, suitable for the 
erection of both large and houses, and varying 
in extent from a pay oes — to an acre and upwards. 
The success hitherto attending these sales, pe the 
increasing popularity of a neighbourhood, * 
induced covner place a.uarther portion of this 
beautiful estate in the: market, and the auctioneers 
draw particular attention to the present sale, which 
includes some of the most elevated sites in the 
neighbourhood, commanding views of unsurpassed 
| beauty over Rinslip Reservoir and the extensive 
| landscape towards Oxbridge and Windsor. The 
estate is supplied — gas and Colne Valley water. 
The lots will be sold on the nine years’ system of 
| payment, and free of tithe and land-tax. 

For further information Lid to the Solicitors, 
Messrs. Robbins, SOG & Surrey-house, Vic- 
——— or to the Auctioneers, 

Messrs ‘Humbert, Son. “a Flint, 11, Serle-street, Lin- 
coln’s-inn, W.C., and Watford, Herts. 


NORTHWOOD. 

An exceptionally choice Building Site of 5} acres, 
situate in Watford-road, within a few minutes’ 
walk of the railway station. It is sheltered on the 
north side by Frith-wood, and slopes gradually to 
the south, embraciag views of unsurpassed beauty, 
and offer an exceedingly fine position for the 
formation of a residential —— or for the erection 
of a private hotel and high-class boarding-house. 


ESSRS. HUMBERT, SON, & FLINT 
beg to draw cular ‘attention to the above 
beautiful BUILDI G SITE, which will be included 
in their SALE of the 16th JULY, as in the preceding 
advertisement 
Full particulars as above. 











O SOLIOITOES.—Any Information con- 
cerning the Will of the late John William 
Lockett, of Albert- terrace, — ——* ere to 
have been made in 1854, wil —J. 
STEVENS, 118, Cassland-road, South J 


INCOLN’S INN FIELDS.—A Splendid | mw 
Suite of Chess, consisting of Five Front 
Rooms on First F! oor, in a new F building in this 
favourite position for the legal profession. will be 
Let together or —— —Apply to CoLLEcToR, 63, 
Chancery-lane, W 


FFICES and CHAMBERS, — Lofty 
and Well-lighted Offices 2 be my at Lonsdale 
Chambers, No. 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. Also large, 
well-furnished Rooms for Meeti “arbitrations, 
&c.; Electric os throughout es outing: —Apply 
to Messrs. HARRISON Chartered 
Accountants, on the premises. 


py. OFFICES (SLATER’S).— 
only acknow! Establishment in the 
City of London (vide press) for Divorce and making 
— enquiries Female ana Mave — 
n. 
—HEnNrRY 8 Manager, 27, —2— 
London, E.0. 














BY ORDER OF THE MORTGAGEES 
Absolute Reversion to one Moiety of the Investment 
of a —— of Bg 14s. 8d., subject to the life of a 
Lady eged 85; also Policy of Assurance for £500. 


ESSRS. ‘HUMBERT, SON. & FLINT 

are instructed to SELL by AUCTION, at the 

MART. 1 pe anouse e848 - C., on FRIDA ay, the 
isth JULY. 1890, at o’elock precisely, the 
above HEVEHSIONARY ONTERES and LIFE 


Particulars of George Carter Morrison, Esq., 
Solicitor, Reigate ; Messrs. Morrisons, Solicitors, 94, 
Cannon-street, E. ©.; at the Mart, E C, ; and of the 
Auctioneers, 11, Serle-street, Lincoln’s- inn, W.O, 
and Watford, Herts. 


Shares.—To Solicitors, Investors, and Others.—Fifty 
£100 Shares in the Equity and Law Life Assurance 
Society, Nine £25 (fully paid) —— in the General 


TK Com ensal Gree 
FULLER & FULLER ate in- 


ae to SELL by AUOTION, at * 
MART, aobenhouss- vere . E.C., on THURSD. 
JULY 17th, at ONE, in Lots, the above sound pi 
— INVESTMENTS. 

‘artic’ s may be had at the Mart; 
Gabriel, Eeq., licitor, Soe et ee. 
Lincoln’s-inn; or of the Auctioneers, 70, Queen- 
street, Cheapside, E.C. 














THE SOLICITORS’ LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY, 


LIMITED. 


Labor omnibus unus-—Georgicon, Lib. IV. 


ALEXANDER CrossMAN, Esq. (Messrs, Crossman & 
road, W.C. 


Doveias Ganru, Esq. (Messrs. Pemberton & Garth), 5, New-court, Lincoln’s- 
GRIBBLE, Esq. 8— Torr, Jone 8, Gribble, & Oddie), 88, 


Hemet kovsap Gus 


Bedford-row, W.C., and 2, 
Joun ARTHUR ILiFrs, Esq. ( 


liament-stree 


Messrs. Llifte, Henley, 4 & Sweet), 2, Bedford-row, W.C. 





RECTORS: 
Prichard), 16, Theobald’ 
—— s-inn, W.C. 


64, — Bee ey 


Parker, Esq. (Messrs. 8 
12, New-court, Carey-street, W.C., an % ar treaties Westmins+< 


8. 
RICHARD PENNINGTO Pern —— (Mesars Cookson, Wainewright, & Pennington), 


GuorGe Epwarp Laxs, Esq. (Messrs. Lake, Beaumont, & Lake), 10, New-square, 


, Parkers, Pritchard, & Sheree): 





The OBJECT OF THE wp ty td is to enable s Bolicitors, by co-operation 


among themselves, to ensure the highest efficiency in 
Btationery work, and to share in the profits arising 

— aside a reserve and a 6 
the PROFITS are divided between 
Solicitors whose 
Zurmer have received 12 per cent. in all, 
whole residue. 


accounts amount to v0 per annum { sane Seremante), => the 
such Customers 


In addition, LIBERAL DISCOUNTS are allowed, as shewn in the Price List. 


all branches of their Law | and the Society supplies goods on account and without requiring payments 


therefrom. before delivery. 


pee coat. —— th Outen ee The Society does not give legal gal advice or transact any work which is required 


tay law to be done by @ uly-qualifi 
ine Lists forwarded post-free on — to any of the Society’s 





Branches. 
w ready, price 


* - HANDBOOK on the FORMATION and REGISTRATION of — TOOK COMPANIES. By oo T. PAINE, Barrister.at-Law. 


61 AND 52, OAREY STREET, W. BR et NEW COURT, 


ARIAL AND GENERAL OFFI 51 AND 


‘ * 


CAREY STREET, W.C., 49, BEDFORD ROW. W. 
AND 62, O STREET Oe 


27, CANNON STREET, E.O. 
Wy. H. 8. SHIRLEY, Secretary. 
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